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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Ir 1s uNpERSTOOD that the new Supreme Court Funds Rules are 
practically ready for signature by the Lord Chancellor. 





Mr. Justice Kay has again this week been prevented by illness 
of several days’ duration from sitting in court, and Mr. Justice 
SrrzLINe was announced to sit in chambers for him on Friday. 





Lorp Hatssvry returns to the woolsack, and it has been univer- 
sally taken for granted that Sir Ricnarp Wensrer will again 
become Attorney-General, but with regard to the Solicitor- 
Generalship, there was no reliable information up to Thursday 
afternoon. Lord Hatssvry’s lengthy visit to Mr. MacnacHTeEn, 
Q.C., on Wednesday, gave much occupation to the gossips. There 
can be little doubt that in certain quarters the advantages which 
would accrue from the services of that admirable lawyer and 
successful debater are fully appreciated ; but it does not necessarily 
follow that he will obtain the post of Solicitor-General. 





We seLiEvE there is a general feeling of regret among lawyers 
that the necessities of party government should so soon remove 
Lord Herscuett from the Chancellorship. During his very brief 


tenure of office he has done much to justify the high anticipations 
which were entertained on his promotion. His judgments in the 
House of Lords have been characterized by grasp of legal prin- 
ciples and great clearness in their enunciation; and although 
the period of his Chancellorship has been singularly unfavourable 
to legislation, he has shewn great activity in pushing forward con- 
venient amendments in, and consolidation of, the law. The very 
few appointments he has made have been unexceptionable, and his 
relations with the judges of the Supreme Court have been of the 
most cordial description. 





We print elsewhere a letter drawing attention to a matter 
which is causing considerable excitement at Lincoln’s-inn—viz., 
the confirmation of the discovery of a defect of no small importance 
in the Settled Land Act. There have been rumours for some time 
that the existence of this flaw had been pointed out by an ingeni- 
ous junior. When the question arose in another case, the assist- 
ance of a learned pundit was called in, and, after due deliberation, 
the painful fact that there was an irremediable casus omissus was 


declared on proper authority. We may have something to say on 
the subject next week. 





WE wIsH TO cALt particular attention to a question of great im- 
portance raised in another column by a correspondent—namely, is 
any register, accessible to the public, kept by the sheriff of writs 
of elegit executed by him? Bearing in mind that the right of an 
execution creditor who has obtained actual delivery of the land 
under an execution prevails over that of a purchaser, it follows 
that, if there are no means of ascertaining what elegits have been 
executed by the sheriff, there is the risk of a purchaser being 
defeated by an elegit not registered under 27 & 28 Vict. c. 112, 
exactly in the same manner as by the appointment of a receiver 
(see Re Pope, ante, pp. 562, 634). We shall be grateful to any 


correspondent who will give a complete and early answer to this 
question. 





We crvr in another column the new regulations as to the time 
to be limited for entering appearance to writ, or notice of writ, 
served out of the jurisdiction, to which we recently referred as 


about to be issued. It will be remembered that R. 8. C., 1883, XI-» 
5, provides that any order giving leave to effect service of wri 
or to give notice of writ, out of the jurisdiction ‘shall limit 
time after such service or notice within which the defendant is to 
enter an appearance, such time to depend on the place or country 
where or within which the writ is to be served or the notice 
given.” Hitherto the time has been limited in a somewhat 
arbitrary manner, although it was usual to allow at least twice 
the time it would take a letter to reach the defendant by post. 
Under the new regulations separate times after service are specified 
for the purpose of entering appearance on behalf of defendants 
in various parts of the world. 





WE reEcorDED last week a curious case of Shapland v. White, tried 
at the Guildford Assizes. The action was brought against the 
registrar of a county court to recover the penalty imposed by 9 & 10 
Vict. c. 95, s. 29, for “* being directly or indirectly engaged as at- 
torney or agent for any party in any proceeding in the court.” 
So far as we can gather from the information which has since 
reached us, the facts alleged by the plaintiff, and on which he 
mainly based his claim against the registrar, were these :— 
A creditor had sued the plaintiff in the High Court for a debt, 
and had obtained judgment against him. The creditor consulted 
the registrar as to the next step to be taken, and the registrar 
advised him to take out a judgment summons in the county court, 
and an office eopy of the High Court judgment was obtained through 
the London agents of the registrar, and the registrar had also 
drawn up and signed adjournments by consent of the summons for 
commitment on which an order for committal was subsequently 
made. The answer, on behalf of the registrar, was (1) that neither 
advising a client that the county court was a cheaper tribunal 
than the High Court, nor obtaining the office copy judgment, was 
‘‘a proceeding in the county couct”; and (2) that even if the 
registrar had acted as the creditor’s solicitor in obtaining the order 
of committal, such order was not a ‘proceeding in the county 
court’; it was a proceeding ancillary to the High Court (see 
Warden v. Stone, 7 E. & B. 603; a case relating to the liability 
of a high bailiff under the same section). It was also shewn that 
it is customary for the registrar of a county court, gud registrar, to 
draw up consents to adjournments. As we stated last week, Mr. 
Justice Manrsry directed the jury to returp a verdict for the 
registrar, on the ground that there was no evidence that he had 
acted in contravention of the section. 





A corREsPonDENT, referring to our remarks last week on the 
term “gentleman,” suggests very properly that, although a 
solicitor has no need to use that very indefinite description, there 
is no other word to describe the considerable class of persons 
of independent means and no employment. We have no term 
exactly corresponding to the French term “‘rentier.” But the 
poverty of our language is no reason for using a term which is 
useless for the purpose of affording definite information. In the 
case of an affidavit of the description to which we referred last 
week an equivalent term or phrase must be found; and we 
| suppose that ‘‘ person of independent means” would do (see Re 
| Horwood, ante, p. 638). But in the descriptions of parties to 
| deeds, are we not the slaves of conveyancing superstition in 
| always inserting some description of a party besides his Christian 
| and surname and place of residence? If the party has a profession 
| or trade, the mention of it may perhaps add to the means of identifica- 
; tion; but why increase the length of the deed by inserting a 
‘description which affords no means of identification? And we 
| should like to ask whether there is really any necessity, in ordinary 
_ eases, for adding the profession or trade of the parties? In Little- 
| ton’s time an indenture was made simply “infer R de P ex und 
‘parte et V de D ex alterd parte” (sect. 371); and Lord Coke does 
not go further than to say that “regularly it is requisite that the 
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purchaser le named by the name of baptism and his surname, and 
that special heed be taken of the name of baptism.” And 
even this ‘special heed” is no longer essential. It was, 
indeed, contended, in Humble v. Glover (Cro, Eliz. 328), that, 
‘“‘if an obligation or grant is made to one, and his Christian 
name is mistaken, the grant is void; d fortiori where there 
is no Christian name.” ‘And,’ adds the reporter, ‘‘of that 
opinion was all the court, except Frnner.’”’ It is perfectly clear, 
however, that strict accuracy even as to the names is not essential 
if there is sufficient to identify the person. Fifty years ago the 
Court of Common Pleas, in Addis, Demandant ; Power, Vouchee, 
refused to amend a recovery by altering a name in which the 
vouchee had executed the deed to lead the uses, and by which 
he had always been called and known, to the name by which 
he had been baptized. ‘The amendment,” said Trvpat, C.J., 
‘“‘ig unnecessary, and we are not to make it to humour the 
whims of conveyancers.”’ 





Terr sEEMs to be an impression abroad that any notice, how- 
ever informal, will suffice, under sub-section 1 of section 14 of the 
Conveyancing Act, 1881, to enable the landlord to re-enter for a 
forfeiture. That sub-section, it will be remembered, provides that 
‘¢ A right of re-entry or forfeiture, under any proviso or stipulation 
in a lease, for a breach of any covenant or condition in the 
lease, shall not be enforceable by action or otherwise unless 
and until the lessor serves on the lessee a notice specifying the 
particular breach complained of; and, if the breach is capable of 
remedy, requiring the lessee to remedy the breach, and, im any case, 
requiring the lessee to make compensation in money for the breach,” 
&e. Itistolerably plain that, under this provision, notice requiring 
compensation in money is a condition precedent to enforcing a for- 
feiture; and in Jacques v. Harrison (L. R. 12 Q. B. D. 136—see 
p. 1387) Vice-Chancellor Bacon intimated an opinion that a notice 
which did not expressly require compensation was insufficient. 
The point was directly raised by a case of Greenfield v. Hanson, 
recently tried before Lord Justice Bowen, sitting at Nisi Prius, 
and in which he delivered judgment on the 20th inst. The action 
was brought by a lessor against a lessee upon a forfeiture for 
breach of a covenant to repair, and the notice which had been given 
by the lessor containe1 no request to the lessee to make compensation 
in money for the breaches of covenant. The lessor did not want 
compensation in money, but only that the premises should be kept 
in proper repair, and consequently omitted all mention of compen- 
sation in his notice. Lord Justice Bowen, after taking time to con- 
sider, adhered to Vice-Chancellor Bacon’s view, and held that the 
notice was insufficient, and gave judgment for the defendant. He 
is stated to have remarked, however, that ‘‘ sub-section 1 of section 
14 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, appeared to him to be east in 
an iron framework, and to be an instance of formidable legislation 
with which to remedy an existing ill, so to speak, by fire and 
sword. No thought had been taken of the evil which might be 
done by the Act. But it was an Act of Parliament, and he was 
bound to give effect to it.” 








The Calcutta correspondent of the Times gives a summary of the reply 
of the judges of the Calcutta High Court to a letter addr »ssed to them by 
the Finance Committe>, asking the judges’ opinion regarding the possibility 
of reducing the cost of the court by curtailing the right of appeal from 
the provinces, and relegating a portion of its business, as a court of first 
instance, to a less expensive tribunal. The judges begin by tracing the 
history of taxation on litigation in India, and shew that up to 1870 it was 
never contemplated that civil suitors should be taxed, except to such an 
extent as should fairly divide between them and the general public the 
costs of the maintenance of the courts. In 1870, however, there was 
paseed the Court Fees Act, which is still in force, and the result of 
which has been that the receipts from court fees in Bengal have grown 
yearly, until a state of thing has been reached in which the suitors in the 
civil courts not only pay the whole cost of those courts but a large profit in 
addition—a profit which is now estimated to amount in Bengal and Assam to 
over 31 lakhs ofrupees yearly. Meanwhiletheexpenditureon thecourts has by 
no means kept pace with the increase of their business and income. The 
number of subordinate judicial officials has been very slightly increased, 
the ministerial establishment of the provincial courts is notoriously insuf- 
ficient and underpaid, and the condition of the judicial buildings is 
generally very inadequate and often disgraceful. The result is that the 
Government derives trom the suitors a revenue enormously in excess of 
what it spends on the administration of justice; while the efficiency of 
the courts is curtailed, and the administration of justice is delayed by 
undue parsimony in the outlay upon the courts. 
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SUMMARY JURISDICTION ACTS CON- 
SOLIDATED RULES AND FORMS. 


Tue consolidation of the county court rules has been followed up 
by the consolidation of the rules and forms under the Summary 
Jurisdiction Acts. This work has been in progress for some time, 
but it now may be regarded as complete. We believe that the 
authorities who, from their practical knowledge of the working of 
the Summary Jurisdiction Acts, are best qualified to judge on the 
subject, have expressed their approval of the rules and forms as 
consolidated, and there is, consequently, every reason to believe 
that they will prove satisfactory. 

In tracing the history of these rulesand forms we have 
to go back to section 32 of the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 
1848, which provided that the forms in the schedule to that 
Act, or forms to the like effect, should be deemed good, valid, 
and sufficient in law. Then section 29 of the Summary Jurisdic. 
tion Act, 1879, empowered the Lord Chancellor to make, and, 
when made, to rescind, alter, and add to, rules in relation to the 
forms to be used under the Summary Jurisdiction Acts. The 
section also empowered the Lord Chancellor to annul, alter, or 
add to any forms contained in the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 
1848, or any forms relating to summary proceedings contained in 
any other Act; and further provided that rules made in pursuance 
of the section should be laid before both Houses of Parliament, 
and should be judicially noticed. Finally, section 12 of the Sum- 
mary Jurisdiction Act, 1884, in order to remove doubts which had 
arisen with respect to the effect of the forms altered by the rules 
made under section 29 of the Act of 1879, provided that a form 
authorized by any rules for the time being in force, in pursuance 
of section 29 of the Act of 1879, should be of the same effect as if 
it were contained in the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1848, or in 
any other Act to which the form is made applicable. Under the 
powers conferred by the Act of 1879, rules were made bearing date 
December 12, 1879. Rule 30 provided that the forms in the 
schedule to these rules, or forms to the like effect, might be used, 
with such variations as circumstances required. Two of the forms 
under the Act of 1848 were annulled by these rules, but, generally 
speaking, the forms were intended to be supplementary to, and not 
to supersede, the forms contained in the schedule to the Act of 
1848. In 1880 and in 1881 two additional rules were made. 

The consolidated rulesare to be cited as the ‘Summary Jurisdiction 
Rules, 1886,” and they come into operation on January 1, 1887. By 
rule 32 the forms in the schedule to the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 
1848 ; the Summary Jurisdiction Rules, 1880, with the forms in 
the schedule thereto ; the Summary Jurisdiction Rules of the 24th 
of August, 1880, and the Summary Jurisdiction Rule of 1881, are 
annulled. With this exception the ‘“‘new” rules are word for 
word the same as the present rules. The consolidated forms con- 
sist of the forms scheduled to the Act of 1848 combined with the 
forms contained in the ‘Summary Jurisdiction Rules, 1880.” 
By the aid of two useful tables, prefixed to the official copy of the 
rules and forms—the one shewing the correspondence between the 
forms scheduled to the Act of 1848 and the consolidated forms, and 
the other the correspondence between the forms scheduled to the 
Summary Jurisdiction Rules, 1880, and the consolidated forms—one 
is enabled to compare the new consolidated forms with the forms 
at present in use. For instance, form 1, the form for ‘‘ information 
or complaint,” is new as a prescribed form; form 2 corresponds 
to (B.) of the forms of 1848; form 3 to 1 of the forms of 1880; 
form 4 to 2 of the forms of 1880; form 5 to(G. 1) of the forms of 1848; 
form 6 to (B.) and (C.) of the forms of 1848, and soon. The only 
form which appears to be new is number 39—a form of notice of 
recognizance to be given to the defendant and his sureties. All 
the forms, however—especially those which eorrespond te the 
forms under the earlier Act—are generally modernized and made 
more concise. 

The rules and forms under the Employers and Workmen Act, 
1875, have also been recast. The rules and forms heretofore in 
force under this Act are annulled as from January 1, 1887, when 
the new rules and forms will come into operation. Those of the 
old rules under the Employers and Workmen Act which are prac- 
tically identical with the Summary Jurisdiction Rules are not 
reproduced in the new rules. Consequently the new rules only 
number thirteen, while the old rules were twenty-six in number. 





\On the other hand, there are some important changes introduced. 
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The rule dealing with procedure (rule 2) differs very materially 
from the corresponding old rule. The rule is to the effect that, in pro- 
ceedings in relation to a dispute between an employer and a work- 
man under the Act, the proceedings are to be had, and the same 
forms may be used, as upon a claim for a civil debt under the 
Summary Jurisdiction Acts. The summons must be served four 
clear days at least before the hearing. No order of com- 
mitment can be made against an apprentice until he has been 
personally served with a judgment summons. Rules 4—8 
are altogether new. These rules provide that, where the 
disputes are of such a character that the liability of the 
employer to divers of his workmen depends on circumstances 
common to a whole class of their claims, the names of all the 
workmen whose claims are grounded on common circumstances 
may be inserted as plaintiffs in one summons. Where the number 
of such plaintiffs is large the name of one plaintiff only may be 
inserted in the body of the summons, and the names of the others 
indorsed on the summons or added in a schedule. The employer, 
however, may object that a plaintiff’s claim shall be heard separ- 
ately, and the name of such plaintiff will, in that case, be struck 
out by order of the court of summary jurisdiction. The determina- 
tion of the first-named plaintiff’s claim is to determine those of 
the other plaintiffs. Ifthe court dismiss the summons, no claim 
can afterwards be admitted at the instance of any workman where 
name was included in the summons, unless he can shew that his 
name was included without his consent. If the court finds in 
favour of the workman whose case has been tried, it will make an 
order on all the claims of the plaintiffs included in the summons. 








CONCERNING THE FORM AND 
EXECUTION OF DEEDS. 
II. 


(3) As to Delivery.—Lord Coke (Co. Litt. 7a) remarks that in 
ancient charters of feoffment there is no mention of the delivery 
of the deed ; and Bracton (Lib. II., c. 16), Britton (f. 101), and 
Fleta (Lib. III., c. 13, s. 13), in discussing charters of feoffment, 
mention sealing only, and say nothing of delivery. But a charter 
of feoffment was merely evidence of the conveyance, and until 
the Statute of Frauds was not a necessary part of it, the estate 
passing by livery of seisin (2 Sand. Uses. 3). It may be noted 
that the deed of a corporation does not need delivery; it is 
sufficient that the common seal be affixed by parties duly author- 
ized, and with intent to make the deed immediately operative (4 
Cru. Dig. tit. Deed, ch. 2, s. 81, citing Derby Oanal Co. v. 
Wilmot, 9 East, 360. See Grant on Corporations, p. 63, where 
other authorities are given). But in all other cases delivery is 
essential, for ‘‘¢raditio logui facit chartam” (5 Rep. 1; see 4 
Cru. Dig., p. 28). ‘‘ After a deed is written and sealed, if it be 
not delivered, all the rest is to no purpose ” (Termes de la Ley, s.v. 
Fait) ; for ‘‘ the operative part of the ceremony is the delivery ” 
(per Keating, J., Zupper v. Foulkes, 9 C. B. N. 8. 803) ; and “a 
deed has no operation till delivery” (per Bayley, J., Styles v. 
Wardle, 4 B. & C. 911); and so Xenos v. Wickham (14 C. B. 
N. 8. 470), per Martin, B., who observed: ‘This is a positive 
and absolute rule of the common law which nothing but an Act 
of Parliament can alter, and which, in my judgment, ought not to 
be frittered away.” 

The authorities shew that delivery may be effected by words 
alone or by the acts or conduct of the party from which it can 
be inferred that he intended to deliver the deed as an instrument 
binding upon him (see Co. Litt. 36a, Shep. Touch. 57). ‘No 
particular technical form of words or actsis necessary. . . . 
Any words or acts that sufficiently shew that it was intended to 
be finally executed will do” (per Blackburn, J., Xenos v. Wick- 
ham, L. R. 2 H. L. 312). It is a question of intention and of 
fact to be tried by the jurors (Zbid., 309, per Pigott, B.). Where 
the defendant stated that he adopted the deed and had acted 
subsequently as if it was valid, Williams, J., said that this clearly 
amounted to a second delivery, for ‘‘ anything to shew that he 
treated the deed as his is enough” (Tupper v. Foulkes, 9 C. B. 
N. 8. 797, 809, 810). Rew v. Longnor (4 B. & Ad. 647) is 





another example of conduct amounting to such recognition of a | 


deed as is equivalent to delivery. In Tupper v. Foulkes some 
stress was laid on the fact that the parties met together for the 
purpose of executing the deed; and so in Shelton’s case 
(Cro. Eliz. 7), where there was no formal delivery, but the deed 
was “left behind and not countermanded,” and this was 
held, under the circumstances, to be a delivery in law. 
In Chamberlain v. Stanton (Cro. Eliz. 122) the jury found that 
the defendant caused the obligation to be written, and signed and 
sealed it, and then laid it upon a table, and the plaintiff came and 
took it. The opinion of the justices was that it was not a deed 
without other circumstances found by the jury. The ‘other 
circumstances’? are specified in same case, sub nom. Stanton v. 
Chamberlain (Owen, 95) :—‘‘ If thejury had found that he had sealed 
the bond and cast it upon the table towards the plaintiff to the 
intent that the plaintiff should take it as his deed, who took the 
deed and went away, that had been a good delivery ; or that the 
plaintiff, after the sealing and casting on the table, had taken it 
by the commandment or consent of the defendant.” But, on the 
findings, the court held that there was no sufficient delivery ; 
‘* for it may be that he sealed it to the intent to reserve it to him- 
self until other things were agreed; and then, if the plaintiff 
take it and go away with it, without the defendant’s consent, that 
wil] not make it the defendant’s deed.” And to the argument 
that the defendant by saying nothing had assented, the court 
answered ‘that it is not found that the defendant was present 
when the plaintiff took it; and if the defendant had sealed and 
cast the bond on the table when the plaintiff was not there, and 
then the defendant went away, and then the plaintiff came and 
took it away, then clearly it is not the deed of the defendant.” 
Where a man made a release and cast it upon the table, and said, 
‘‘There, this will serve,’ it was adjudged a good delivery 
(Hollingworth v. Ascue, Cro. Eliz. 356, 494). In Goodright d. 
Carter v. Straphan (Cowp. 201), A. and his wife by deed con- 
veyed the wife’s inheritance to B. by way of mortgage. After 
A.’s death the wife, by three different papers under her hand, 
acknowledged the mortgage, and this was held to amount toa 
re-delivery of the deed. But in Drybutter v. Bartholomew (2 P. 
Wms. 127) the wife was held not bound by a mortgage deed, 
though she made payments of interest after her husband’s death. 

In Xenos v. Wickham (13 C. B. N. 8. 381, 14 C. B. N. 8. 435, 
L. R. 2 H. L. 296) the question of what constitutes complete and 
final delivery was elaborately discussed. In that case a policy of 
insurance was effected with a company (whose public officer was 
the defendant in the action) by B. acting as broker for the plaintiffs. 
The policy purported to be “‘signed, sealed, and delivered” by 
directors of the company, but it remained in the possession of the 
company. It was held that it must be taken to be complete and 
binding on the company unless it could be shewn that some par- 
ticular act was required to be done by the plaintiffs to declare 
their adoption of it. It was proved (see per Pigott, B., L. R. 2 
H. L. 308) that the reason why it remained in the possession of 
the company was “‘ not that it awaited anything to be done upon it 
by the defendant, or to be assented to by the plaintiffs, but that 
it was there only until sent for by the assured or his broker, or, in 
other words, that it remained there according to the trade usage 
or by tacit understanding. This reason necessarily implies that in 
all other respects it was a completed transaction.” ‘‘ But, farther,’’ 
said his lordship, ‘‘ it is plain that the formal assent of the plaintiffs 
was not wanting to any of the terms of the policy. . . . The 
defendant acted upon the policy asa perfected transaction when he 
demanded payment of the premium. It was in form complete, and 
was shewn by the conduct of all the parties to it to be believed 
and intended by them all to be also completely in operation. It 
seems, therefore, to be reduced to this, was it essential that the 
deed should be given out of the defendant’s possession in order to 
its perfect delivery as an operative instrument ? I know of no such 
necessity in law or good sense.” And Mellor, J., in the same case 
(14 C. B. N. 8., at p. 451) observed that everything was done on 
the part of the company which was intended to be done to complete 
the execution, and from that moment, although the policy was 
retained by the company until sent for by the assured or their 
broker, it was a binding and complete instrument.” 

Another instance of conduct amounting to evidence of an in- 
tention to deliver the deed is to be found in Keith v Prait (10 
W. R. 296). There the plaintiff executed a declaration of trust 
opereting as a voluntary settlement of Jeaseholds on his mother, 
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M., for life, with remainder to her children. Subsequently he 
executed a deed (indorsed on the assignment of the property to 
him) purporting to convey the legal term to M. absolutely. He 
signed his name to this deed opposite the seal, which had been 
affixed at the solicitor’s office ; but immediately on his signing it 
the solicitor, who was present, hearing of the declaration of trust, 
stopped all further proceedings. The deed, however, so signed, 
but undated and unattested, was left in the hands of M., who 
afterwards demised to the defendant. The defendant occupied the 
premises under this demise and repaired them with the plaintiff's 
knowledge, and in a deed of arrangement between the plaintiff and 
M.’s executors, which was prepared by his direction and signed 
by him, though executed only as an escrow, there were recitals of 
the indorsed deed and of the lease to the defendant. It was held 
that these circumstances were sufficient evidence that the indorsed 
deed had been completely executed by the plaintiff. Erle, C.J., 
remarked that the execution took place at M.’s house, and “the 
deed was left in the possession of M., who would take the legal 
estate under it. That would be abundant proof of execution if 
done with the intention of its being acted on. . The 
attorney says, ‘I saw the plaintiff sign, but do not think he 
delivered it.’ For the defendant, we must ask how the parties 
acted with reference to this deed.” Again, in a recent case in 
Ireland (Evans v. Grey, 9 L. R. Ir. 539), an unstamped deed 
conveying a house of the grantor upon certain trusts was found in 
his desk after kis death. The attestation clause stated that it was 
signed, sealed, and delivered by him in the presence of two wit- 
nesses, one of whom said that he remembered witnessing the deed, 
that the grantor, after signing it, put it into his pocket, not 
delivering it to anyone; but he could not recollect whether the 
grantor said that he signed, sealed, and delivered, or used any 
words whatever on the occasion. It was held that there was 
sufficient evidence of the delivery of the deed. Sir E. Sullivan, 
M.R., said: ‘‘ When a man signs and seals a deed, and the attes- 
tation clause states that it was signed, sealed, and delivered, the 
attestation clause is primd facie evidence that he delivered the 
deed. If there is nothing in the attestation clause about delivery 
something must be proved to have been done ; leaving the deed on 
the table for a few seconds of time would be a sufficient delivery. 
Supposing Mr. M. had said, after executing the deed, as he was 
walking away, ‘I have devoted this house to the payment of these 
annuities to these parties for their lives, and after their death it is 
to go to my executor,’ I should hold that to be very clear evidence 
of his having delivered the deed.” 

It appears, therefore, that, when the conduct of the parties is 
such as that the delivery was complete and unconditional, the deed 
becomes immediately binding and operative ; and it is not the less 
so merely because the person who grants or is bound by it retains 
it in his own custody, or the person entitled to the benefit of it 
is ignorant of its existence, for ‘the efficacy of a deed depends 
upon its being sealed and delivered by the maker of it, not on his 
ceasing to retain possession of it” (per Lord Cranworth, in Xenos 
v. Wickham, L. R. 2 H. L., at p. 323). See further on this sub- | 
ject : Elphinstone, Norton, and Clark on Interpretation of Deeds, | 
pp. 120, 122. In Oscil v. Butcher (2 J. & W. 565), however, | 
Plumer, M.R., after reviewing the cases, extracted from them the 
proposition that ‘‘where a voluntary deed is made without the 
knowledge of the grantee, when it is made for a special purpose 
for which it was never required to be made use of, when it has 
been kept in the hands of the grantor without ever being acted on, 
a court of equity will not relieve upon it.” 








LEGISLATION OF THE SESSION. 


MAINTENANCE OF DESERTED WIVES. 





49 & SO Vict. c. 52. Aw Act TO AMEND THE LAW RELATING TO THE 
MAINTENANCE OF MARRIED WoMEN WHO SHALL HAVE BEEN 
DESERTED BY THEIR HUSBANDS. 


This is, perhaps, the most important Act of the late session. It is 
enacted by section 33 of the Poor Law Amendment Act, 1868 (31 & 
32 Vict. c. 122), that an order may be made by justices on a husband 
to maintain his wife, on the application of the Poor Law Guardians, 
in a case where she “ requires relief without her husband.” I¢ was | 
held by the Court of Appeal in Denning v. South Shields Union (L, R, 


13 Q. B. D. 65), to be a condition precedent to the order under that 
section that the guardians should have fixed a sum for relief, but the 
court was careful to intimate that the amount ordered to be paid was 


\to be not on the footing of alimony, but to the wife as a pauper, 


Hence the present statute, which allows justices to make an order for 
payment of as much as two pounds per week, the sum being designated 
in the marginal note (no part, of course, of the statute, Sutton v, 
Sutton, L. R. 22 Ch. D. 573), as ‘‘alimony.” The words of the 
Legislature are that ‘‘it shall be lawful for’ any married woman 
deserted by her husband to summon him before justices, who, “if 
satisfied that the husband, being able wholly or in part to maintain 
his wife or his wife and family, has wilfully refused or neglected so 
to do, and has deserted his wife,” may order that the husband pay to 
to his wife such weekly sum not exceeding two pounds as the justices 
‘‘may consider to be in accordance with his means, and with any 
means the wife may have.” It will be observed that the justices have 
a very wide discretion. The use of the word ‘‘ satisfied” leaves 
them very free as to the evidence to be received, and the use of the 
word ‘‘ may ” seems to allow them to refrain if they plense from makin 
any order at all. Butit is noteworthy that section 21 of the Matri- 
monial Causes Act, 1857 (20 & 21 Vict. c. 85), under which justices 
grant ‘“‘ protection orders” to deserted wives, expressly constitutes 
the justices judges of the fact of desertion, whereas the present Act 
does not. On the whole, we think that the justices are impliedly 
made judges of this as well as of other facts, but the point is not free 
from doubt. For the meaning of desertion in section 21 of the Act 
of 1857, Cargill v. Cargill (27 L. J. P. M. 69) may be referred to, 
An order, when made, may be enforced in the same manner as an 
affiliation order, and attention should be directed to the Summary 
Jurisdiction Process Act, 1881 (44 & 45 Vict. c. 24, s. 6), whereby a 
runaway husband residing in Scotland may be reached. The order 
made from time to time may be varied by the same justices who 
made it, ‘‘ or other justices sitting in their stead,” on proof that the 
means of the husband or wife have been altered. There is also a 
very important proviso that ‘‘ no order for payment shall be made in 
favour of a wife who shall be proved to have committed adultery, wnless 
such adultery has been condoned,” and that any order for payment may 
be dischargcd “upon proof that the wife has, since the making 
thereof, been guilty of adultery.” This is a very important addition 
to the responsibilities of justices. The Act requires considerable 
study to understand it properly, and we are inclined to think that 
the county court would have the more proper tribunal to adjudicate 
upon the delicate and difficult questions which deserted wives will 
raise. 


RETURNING OFFICERS. 


49 & 50 Vict. c. 57. AN AcT TO AMEND THE PROVISIONS OF THE 
PARLIAMENTARY ELECTIONS (RETURNING OFFICERS) AcT, 1875. 


This Act which, when passing through Parliament, was on the 
point of effecting a complete change in the amounts of returning 
officers’ charges, and of throwing them bodily upon the ratepayers, 
now appears in its original shape as a measure to provide an appeal 
from the taxation of the charges. It is enacted by the Act of 1875 
(38 & 39 Vict. c. 84), s. 4, that the returning officer shall, within 
twenty-one days from the date of the return, transmit a detailed 
account of his charges to every candidate, or his election agent, and 
that, if the candidate objects to any part of the claim, he may apply 
to the county court for a taxation, which may be deputed to the 
registrar. There is no appeal from this taxation, not even, as was 
shown in the Camberwell case, from the registrar to the judge. 
Complaints having been made, first of the charges being ex- 
cessive, and, secondly, of their having been too frequently 
supported on taxation, the Legislature has endeavoured to meet 
them by passing the present Act, the effect of which, shortly 
put, is to allow of the fullest review of the taxation. It is provided 
that, where the charges are taxed, the taxing authority is to deliver to 
both parties to the taxation a certificate showing the result in detail. 
Thereupon either party may give notice to the taxing officer, within 
seven days, of his intention to appeal. There is no express provision 
for notice to the other party, but such notice should, no doubt, be 
given in practice, as the appeal would not, on ordinary principles of 
justice, be heard in the absence of such other party. The appeal is 
to the ‘‘ prescribed taxing officer’’ of the ‘‘ superio? court,” which, in 
England, means such officer as may be prescribed by rules to be 
made by the Queen’s Bench Division of the High Court, which 
division is thus constituted a rule-making body for the purpose of 
the Act, and it would seem, though the point is not quite free from 


| doubt, that rules made by the majority of the judges of that division 


would suffice. Such taxing officer is then to ‘‘ proceed to review the 
taxation in the usual manner, or in such manner as may be pre- 
scribed, and shall, if required, receive evidence in relation to the 
matters in dispute, and may confirm or vary the certificate.” But 
the power of review does not stop here. ‘‘Any review of taxa- 


| tion under the Act,’’ it is added, ‘‘ shall be subject to appeal” to 
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the Queen’s Bench Division of the High Court, ‘‘in like manner as 
any ordinary taxation is now subject.” For the appeal in ordinary 
cases, reference must be had to order LXV. of R. S. C., 1883, regula- 
tions 39—42, by which a preliminary review by the taxing officer 
himself is prescribed, and the appeal to the judge must be made 
upon definite “‘objections” and ‘‘ reasons.” Upon a question of 
rinciple there will be a further appeal to the Divisional Court, the 

lourt of Appeal, and the House of Lords. The Act will probably be 
taken advantage of in a few instances, with the view of providing 
some test cases upon which to found a new scale of maximum charges 
for incorporation in a schedule of some further amending statute. It 
must be borne in mind, however, that the Act of 1875, by the note 
prefixed to the first schedule, expressly provides that ‘‘ the charges 
are in no case to exceed the sums actually and necessarily paid or 


payable.” 











REVIEWS. 


LEADING CASES. 


A SELECTION OF LEADING CASES IN THE Common Law. 
SutrLEY, M.P., Barrister-at-Law. THIRD EDITION. 
Sons. 

In the preface to this, the third edition of a now well-known 
selection of 153 leading cases, Mr. Shirley says he has “ gone scrupu- 
lously through the whole book, not only tinkering and touching up 
the notes where required, but rewriting a great deal,” and adds, 
that ‘the tone of flippancy and jocularity, modified to some extent 
in the second edition, has been almost discarded in this.’’ That the 
“almost” is a necessary qualification may be seen from Mr. Shirley’s 
mode of treating Peter v. Compton, p. 25; Hebdon v. West, p. 180; 
Atchinson v. Baker, p. 207 ; and Vaughan v. Taff Vale Railway Co., p. 
300; but we have no particular objection to the remnants of jocu- 
larity discoverable here and there. Thenotes arebrought well upto date, 
as ruay be seen by referring to Me/lors v. Shaw, at p. 282, in connection 
with which the Employers’ Liability Act and the cases upon it are neatly 
and adequately stated and discussed. We think, however, that Jolly v. 
Rees, p. 71, might well bave been replaced by the more recent and 
authoritative Debenham v. Mellon (L. R. 6 App. Cas. 33), or that, at 
all events, the latter case might have had more than its three-line 
notice in the notes to Smout v. Ilberry. Nor, considering the import- 
ance of section 18 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, in connection with 
Keech v. Hull and Moss v. Gallimore, do we think that the effect of 
what Mr. Shirley calls the ‘‘ considerable modification of the law ” of 
leasing land in mortgage has been sufficiently pointed out. 


ARBITRATION, 


Txz LAw oF ARBITRATION AND AWARDS. By JosHvA SLATER, 
Barrister-at-Law. SrconpD Epirion. Stevens & Haynes. 


Mr. Slater’s object is to explain the law in language sufficiently 
clear to commercial men, ‘‘for whose use the work is primarily 
intended”; and in this edition he has taken the opportunity “to 
reconstruct and almost entirely rewrite.” We doubt the expediency 
of printing, either for commercial men or lawyers, a long extract 
from a newspaper report (see p. 33), or of presenting, with- 
out comment of any kind, the whole text of the Arbitration 
Bill, attributed in the preface and index—surely by mistake 
—to Lord Denman instead of to Lord Bramwell. The space thus 
oceupied might have been better taken up by an endeavour to 
explain the mysteries of the power of revoking submissions which 
are so fully treated in Vraser v. Ehrensperger (L. R. 12 Q. B. D. 
310). We find no notice of this case in the chapter on Revocation of 
Submission. 


By W. 8. 
Stevens & 


LAND TAX. 


Bourpin’s EXPOSITION OF THE LAND Tax. By SutRtEy BunsuRY. 
TuirD Eprrion. Stevens & Sons. 


This is a very carefully-written and useful little treatise, and it is 
kept well up to the mark in the present edition, which proceeds from 
the hand of an Assistant-Registrar of Land Tax in the Inland 
Revenue Department. The reader will have the benefit of the latest 
“Official Forms and Instructions as to Redemption”; and the 
judgments in some recent cases of importance, such as Cow v. 
Rabbits (L, R. 8 App. Cas, 473), are printed at length in the appendix. 
It appears that the Statute Law Revision Committee have prepared 
Bills both for consolidating the Land Tax Acts generally and the 
Land Tax Redemption Acts, but, ‘‘for reasons which it is not 
necessary ” for Mr, Bunbury to mention, even the minor Bill ‘‘ was 
not submitted to Parliament.’’ Inasmuch as the leading Land Tax 


Act, 38 Geo. 3, 0. 5, is about ninety years old, and the whole series 


CORRESPONDENCE. 


BEDFORD LEVEL REGISTRY—RECORD OF ELEGITS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,--Can anyone tell me where the register for the Bedford Level 
is now kept? The office used to bé called The Fen Office, and was 
in Serjeant’s-inn. Where is it now? 

The case of Re Pope suggests the inquiry, What is the general 
practice among under-sheriffs as to keeping a record of the elegits 
which pass through their hands? Is there any book kept by them 
containing such record and accessible to the public ? Z. 

[We have been informed that the register for the Bedford Level is 
now kept “ Ely, and that Messrs. Archer & Son are the registrars. 
—Ep. S.J. 








THE SETTLED LAND ACT. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—I wish to call your attention to a curious defect in the Settled 
Land Act. Except where section 5 applies, there is no provision in 
the Act for discharging terminable charges—for imstance, land im- 
provement charges--on a tenant for life desiring to sell. It 
has been held in Re Knatchbull’s Estate (L. R. 29 Ch. D. 588) 
that capital money cannot be applied for that purpose. It is difficult, 
therefore, to see how a tenant for life can sell under the Act where 
such terminable charges exist. This point has lately been considered 
by other counsel, who have advised that, under such circumstances, 
a tenant for life cannot make a good title under the Act. 


Lincoln’s-inn, July 27. A. R. I. 





‘“*GENTLEMAN.” 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—In view of the remarks of the Court of Appeal in Re 
Horwood, upon which you comment in this week’s issue, it should 
not require much self-denial on the part of members of the pro- 
fession to forego their legal title of ‘‘ gentleman” in affidavits and 
other legal documents, seeing that they have what should be the 
equally honourable title of ‘solicitor ” to fall back upon. 

It is desirable, however, to have some concise and distinctive 
appellation by which a ‘ gentleman” who lives on his rents or 
private means should be at once recognized. In France these 
favoured members of society are called ‘‘ rentier,’’ the exact English 
of which would, I suppose, be ‘‘ incomer.” 

Perhaps some of your readers can suggest a better title without 
having recourse to the familiar, if not offensive, term, ‘‘lazy 


beggar.” F., 
Gentleman by Act of Parliament. 





NOTICE OF ORDERS OF TRANSFER. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 

Sir,— Will you allow me to point out, with regard to your sugges- 
tions in this week’s issue, as to the transfer notice to be given 
by the cause clerks to the solicitors for the parties to the action trans- 
ferred, first, that the cause clerks can ascertain, by looking at the 
pleadings filed on setting down the action, the names of all solicitors 
or parties delivering pleadings, or to whom notice of trial has been 
given. Secondly, that the cause clerk, being in possession of the 
names and addresses of all parties to the action, it would be fairer 
that he should give notice to all at the same time, and that the party 
who did not happen to set down the action, should not be under the 
disadvantage of having to depend on another party’s diligence, and in 
any case, of not tting his notice as soon as his opponent, with the 
additional fear of having his action struck out thro the negligence 
of another solicitor. 

The solicitor or party having the conduct of the action, should be 
bound to give notice to persons having leave to attendthe i 
if any. H. E. Franks, 

[Considering the ne of the cause clerks, and the searches 
they would have to make to obtain the necessary information, we 
should think that convenience and efficiency are on the side of our 
suggestion. The solicitor of the party having the conduct of the 
action knows perfectly well the names and addresses of all the other 
solicitors interested in the matter, and would, no doubt, under a rule 
aye him to give the notices, be allowed fees for doing so,—ED. 
S.J. 





It is stated that the will of the late Mr. Justice Pearson was proved on 
the 22nd ult. by Lady Pearson, the widow end sole executrix, the value of 





the personal estate amounting to upwards of £49,000, 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


COURT OF APPEAL, 
EMMERSON v. IND—C. A. No. 2, 28th July. 


Discovery—Arripavit or Documents—PRIvILEGE—EsEcTMENT AcTION— 
PurcHASER FoR VALUE witHout Notice—Jvupicature Act, 1873, s. 24, 
SUB-SECTION 2. 

This was an appeal from the decision of Chitty, J. (ante, p. 537, 34 
W. R. 636). The question was whether, in an ejectment action in the 
Chancery Division, the defendants could resist the plaintiff’s claim for the 
production of documents on the ground that he was a purchaser for value 
without notice. The action was brought to recover the possession of land, 
and to obtain the delivery of the title deeds. The plaintiff claimed as 
devisee under the will of Z.; the defendants had purchased the land from 
the heir-at-law of Z. Z. had died in 1862; his heir-at-law had died in 
1882. The plaintiff alleged that, though Z. was supposed to have died 
intestate, a will made by him had been recently discovered, under which 
the heir-at-law was only tenant for life, and the plaintiff was legal 
devisee in remainder. The defendants, by their statement of defence, 
pleaded that they were in possession of the land, and also that they 
‘were purchasers for value without notice of the plaintiff's claim, and 
they objected to produce their title deeds for inspection by the plaintiff 
on the ground that they were purchasers for value without notice. 
Chitty, J., refused the plaintiff's application for inspection on the ground 
that, before the Judicature Act, the plaintiff would have had to bring an 
action at law on ejectment, and to have filed a bill in the Court of Chan- 
cery for discovery in aid of his action, and that to such a bill a plea of 
purchaser for value without notice would, according to the practice of the 
Court of Chancery, have been a good defence, the case being one in which 
the Court of Chancery had, not a concurrent jurisdiction with the courts of 
law, but an exclusive auxiliary jurisdiction. And he held that the 
right to raise this equitable defence was preserved by sub-section 2 of 
section 24 of the Judicature Act, 1873. The Court of Appeal (Corron, 
Liypiey, and Lorgs, L.JJ.) reversed the decision, and held that the 

laintiff was entitled to the discovery. It was urged on behalf of the 

Stents that the application for production was a substitute for the 
old bill of discovery, and was really an application to the auxiliary jurisdic- 
tion of the Chancery Division, and that the right to rely on the old equitable 
defence of purchaser for value without notice was preserved by sub-section 
2 of section 24 of the Judicature Act, 1873, and reliance was placed on 
Lyell v. Kennedy (31 W. R. 618, L. R. 8 App. Cas. 217) and Kearsley v. 
Phillips (31 W. R. 92, L. R. 10 Q. B. D. 465), as shewing that the Judica- 
ture Act has altered only procedure, not rights. Corroy, L.J., said that, 
if the defendants had pleaded only that they were purchasers for value 
without notice, they would have admitted the plaintiff's title, they would 
have placed their defence on one point only, and the plaintiff would have 
been entitled to the production of such documents only as would shew that 
the plea was false. But in the present case the defendants, by pleading 
possession, had put the plaintiff to proof of his title. Ou what principle, 
then, were the defendants protected from producing such documents as 
might enable the plaintiff to prove his title? It would be contrary to the 
first principles of discovery to hold that that which might be a good 
defence against production if it stood alone, was a good defence when it 
was joined with another. If the defendants’ affidavit raising that defence 
had been made before the defence had been delivered, his lordship thought 
the proper course would have been for the judge to inquire whether the 
defendants had any other ground of defence to the action, and if he was 
told that they had, to postpone making an order for discovery until the 
statement of defence should have been delivered, and, if then a double 
defence was stated, the defendant would not bz protected from discovery. 
The action in this case was not a bill of discovery in aid of an action at 
law. The Legislature had now given the Chancery Division power to deal 
with actions of ejectment, and if the plaintiff in such an action came to 
that division he had the ordinary right of discovery, subject to such 
defences as the defendant might be able to set up. Lrnp.ey, L.J., eaid 
that the argument on behalf of the defendants proceeded on a false 
analogy. It asked the court to treat the action, not as an action claim- 
ing relief, which it really was, but asa bill for discovery in aid of an action 
of ejectment, which it was not. The action must be regarded as what it 
really was—an action of ejectment, and the plaintiff had the ordinary 
right of discovery. Chitty, J., seemed to have overlooked the technical 
distinction which existed in the Vourt of Clancery between a bill of dis- 
covery which was met by a plea of purchaser for value without notice, and a 
bill which sought relief, and to which an answer was putin. Lorgs, L J., 
said that the plea of purchaser for value was a bar to a bill for discovery, 
because it admitted the plaintiff's title. All that was then required was 
discovery of the purchase deed. The other defence of possession put the 
plaintiff to proof of his title in omnibus, and the defendant was not en- 
titled to the same privilege as when he had admitted the plaintiff's title. 
In the one cate no discovery was wanted, in the other discovery was 
essential. If the plaintiff could not obtain discovery, great injustice 
would be done. It would only be necessary for the defendant to an action 
of ejectmert to add to his plea of possession a plea that he was a pur- 
cbaser for value without notice to prevent the plaintiff from obtaining any 
discovery at all.—Counser, Whitehorne, Q.C., and E. Ford; Haldane. 
Sonicirons, J, W. Sykes ; Haynes & Clifton. 





Re HUME—C. A. No. 2, 26th July. 
Petition vor Arvointmznt ovr New Trvusters—Veriryvine Consent or 
rroroseD New Tuuster—R, 8. C., Decemnen, 1885, XX XVIII., 19a. 
This was a petition, entitled in chancery and lunacy, for the appoint- 








—_—_— 


ment of a new trustee in the place of a lunatic, and the question arose how 


the consent of the proposed new to act ought to be verified. Ip 
Re Wilson (L. R. 31 Ch. D. 522, ante, p. 236) the Court of Appeal held that, 
upon a petition in lunacy alone for the appointment of a new trustee, 
the consent of the pro new trustee to act must be verified 
(according to the old practice) by affidavit, and that the new 
rule (rule 19a of order 38, ante, p. 141), which provides that the 
‘consent of a new trustee to act shall be sufficiently evidenced by 
written consent signed by him and verified by the signature of his 
solicitor,’? does not apply to proceedings in lunacy. In the present 
case, as the petition was entitled in chancery as well as in lunacy, the 
Court (Corron, Linpiey, and Lorgs, L.JJ.) held that the new rule applied, 
and that an affidavit verifying the consent of the proposed new 
trustee was not required.—Counsex, Farwell. Soxicrrors, Hume, Bird, ¢ 
Eldridge. 





Re THE IMPERIAL CONTINENTAL WATER OCORPORATION~ 
O. A. No. 2, 26th July. 


ComPpANY—WINDING up—EXAMINATION OF DrrEcroRs—Discovery ix Ap 
or Action aGainst Company—Oompanies Act, 1862, s. 115. 


The question in this case was whether P., a contributory of a company 
in liquidation, who had, after the winding-up order had been made, com. 
menced an action against the company and its directors for the specific 
performance of an agreement entered into between himself and the com- 
pany several years before the commencement of the winding up, one of 
the terms of which was that certain shares in the company held by P. 
and his nominees should be cancelled, and that he should be allowed a 
certain percentage of the net profits from some of the company’s con- 
tracts. Onthe 6th of December, 1884, the order was made for the wind. 
ing up of the company. In November, 1885, P., who had been placed 
on the list of contributories, commenced the action against the company 
and the directors. The company counterclaimed for payment by P. of 
certain sums which they alleged to be due on his shares, and fora 
declaration that the agreement in question was not binding on the com. 
pany. On the 1lth of March, 1886, P. obtained at chambers an order in 
the winding up under section 115o0f the Companies Act, 1862, for the exami- 
nation of the directors, Chitty, J., directed that the examination of the 
directors should be stayed until after the trial of the action, on the 
ground that the plaintiff wanted to use the examination, not for the 

urposes of the winding up, but in order to obtain evidence in support of 
Ris own action. The Court of Appeal (Corron, Linpiey, and Lopss, 
L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. Oorron, L.J., said that primd facie the 
power given by section 115 to order the examination of ‘‘ any officer of 
the company or any person whom the court may deem capable of giving 
information concerning the trade, dealings, estate, or effects of the com- 
pany ’’ was to be exercised for the purposes of the winding up. P. had 
brought his action against the company and the directors for his own 

urposes, and it could not be said that the proposed examination would 
> neficial except to the plaintiff for the purposes of his action. It 
would be wrong, merely because the company was being wound up, to 
give the plaintiff, whose object was solely to obtain information for the 
purposes of his action, this additional benefit. Linp.ey, L.J., said that 
the object of section 115 and other sections of the Act was to enable the 
court to ascertain through the liquidator what had been done with respect 
to the effects and trade of a company which was being wound up. It 
could not be said that the jurisdiction given by section 115 could never 
be exercised in cases where an action was pending against the company, 
but the nature and scope of such an action must be carefully looked at in 
such cases. In the present case it would be a great abuse of the power 
given by section 115 if the court were to allow the examination to proceed 
until after the trial of the action. Lorzs, L.J., said that the exercise of 
the power given by section 115 was subject to the discretion of the judge, 
who was thoroughly acquainted with the matter, and his discretion ought 
not to be interfered with except in extreme cases.—Counset, Ince, Q.C., 
Seward Brice, and Woodfall ; H. Burton Buckley and J. T. Prior. Soutct- 
rors, Baker, Webster, § Battcock ; Norton, Rose, § Co. ; Blake, Snow, § 
Nephew. 


MICKLETHWAIT v. THE NEWLAY BRIDGE ©0.—C. A. No. 2, 
22nd July. 


ConvevaAnce—Parcets—Descrirtion py Bovunpariges AND AREA— LAND 
BORDERING ON NON-NAVIGABLE River—Bgep or River—‘‘ Usaug AD 
MEDIUM FILUM’’—PresuMPTION or Law. 


The question in this case was whether, by a conveyance of land border 
ing on a non-navigable river, the soil of the bed of the river, ‘‘ usque ad 
medium filum,” had passed to the grantee. The plaintiff claimed an in- 
junction to restrain the defendants from erecting a bridge across the 
river, which was intended to rest upon piers built on the bed of the river. 
The plaintiff was the owner of a toll bridge in the immediate neighbour- 
hood of the site of the proposed bridge, the toll bridge leading from 
belonging to the plaintiff on the south side of the river to land belonging 
to him on the north side. To the east of the road leading to this bi 
there was, on the south of the river, and bounded by the river on 
north, a piece of land belonging to the Midland Railway Co., which had 
formerly belonged to the plaintiff's predecessor in title, and had been, it 
1854, conveyed by him to one Lowden, by whose successor it was after 
wards conveyed to the railway company. On the north side of the rivet, 
and bounded by it on the south, there was a piece of land belonging to the 
trustees of Lady Cardigan. e defendant company proposed, with the 
consent of the railway company and Lady Cardigan’s trustees, to erect & 
free foot-bridge across the river from the the land of the railway company 
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to that of Lady Cardigan’s trustees ; and this action was brought against 
the defendant company and their directors to restrain the erection of the 
proposed bridge. The principal objection of the plaintiff to the erection 
of the bridge arose thus. The conveyance to Lowden was made in pur- 
suance of an option to purchase contained in a previous lease to him of 
part of the property comprised in the conveyance. The lease described 
the demised property as containing a specified number of square yards, 
and gave the lessee an option to purchase the demised land, and also a 
specified number of additional square yards. The option was exercised 
by the lessee, and the conveyance to him described the land conveyed by 
the exact measurement of each side of it, and as containing a specified 
number of square yards, and as being bounded on the north by the river. 
The plaintiff said that the moiety of the bed of the river adjoining the 
land conveyed did not pass by the conveyance, but remained in the grantor 
and, consequently, now belonged to the plaintiff, and that the erection 
of the new bridge would be a trespass on his property. Bacon, V.C., 
nted an interlocutory injunction. The Cvurt of Appeal (Corron, 
anne and Lorrs, L.JJ.) held that the moiety of the bed of the river 
passed by the conveyance, and that, consequently, there would be no 
trespass. And they dissolved the injunction. Corron, L.J., was of 
opinion that the rule was well settled that, when a conveyance of land 
described it as bounded either by a river or by a public thoroughfare, the 
adjoining moiety of the bed of the river or of the soil of the road passed 
to the grantee, unless there was something either in the deed or in the 
nature of the property or in the surrounding circumstances which shewed 
that it was nct intended to pass. it was a presumption of law that it 
did pass, but the presumption was capable of being rebutted. The sur- 
rounding circumstances might be looked at for the purpose of seeing 
whether there was anything known to both the parties to the deed which 
shewed that it was the intention of the grantor to do something on the bed 
of the river or the soil of the road which would render it necessary that 
he should retain it. There might be many things which would rebut the 
presumption, but it was not enough to shew afterwards that it 
would be very injurious to the grantor that he should not retain the moiety 
of the bed or soil. Very probably, if the grantor had thought of the pos- 
sibility of the happening of the present circumstances, he would have inserted 
in the conveyance some words to shew that the moiety of the bed of the 
river was not intended to pass. But that was not enough to rebut the 
presumption of law. His lordship thought that the cares on the subject 
shewed conclusively that this was thelaw. In Low v. The Commissioners 
of the City uf Sydney (12 Moo. P. 0. 473) the presumption was held to apply 
even as against the Crown. In Berridge v. Ward (10 C. B. N.S. 400), in 
a map annexed to a conveyance of land bordering on a road, the land con- 
veyed was marked of a certain colour, and the colour extended only to the 
edge of the road, and yet it was held that a moiety of the soil of the road 
had passed to the grantee. Leigh v. Jack (5 Ex. D. 264) and Beckett v. The 
Corporation of Leeds (L. R. 7 Ch. 421) were illustrations of circumstances 
rebutting the presumption. It had been argued that the rule was 
originally founded on this, that it would be useless to the grantor to 
retain the moiety of the bed or soil, and that it was limited to cases of 
that kind. It might be that that was the origin of the rule. But, when 
the rule was once established, the court could not depart from it, because 
it would be to the advantage of the grantor to retain the moiety. In the 
present case there was nothing to shew that at the date of the conveyance 
to Lowden anything was in the contemplation of the grantor which would 
render it necessary that he should retain the moiety of the bed of the 
river, nor was there anything in the deed which shewed that he had any 
intention of doing so. The ordinary presumption, therefore, applied. It 
was urged that the effect would be that the grantee would have got 
additional land equal to one-fourth part of what was carefully described 
in the deed as containing a specified number of square yards, without 
paying anything for it. But the erection of the bridge was not con- 
templated by anyone at the time, and, of course, the bed of the river 
would vest in the grantee, subject to the rights over it of all the other 
riparian proprietors, which, as a general rule, made the ownership of the 
bed of a river of very little value, except in a peculiar case like the 
present; and, even in this case, the bridge could not be con- 
structed without the consent of the opposite riparian proprietor. 
Linpiey, L.J., said that, if the plaintiff was the owner of a muiety of 
the bed of the river, the injunction would be almost a matter of 
course. His ownership depended on the construction of the deed of 
1854. For the purpose of construing it the terms of the deed must 
be looked at, and also the position of the property, and the cir- 
cumstances under which the deed was executed. There was nothing in 
the deed which shewed any intention to reserve the bed of the river to the 
grantor. The rule of law was as old as the time of Charles II., the first 
authority for it being the case of Stint v. Morgan (Rolle’s Abridgement), 
referred to in Elphinstone on the Interpretation of Deeds (p. 179). From 
that time the rule had been acted on as a rule of conveyancing, and all the 
cases went one way, and they shewed that, in such a conveyance, a 
moiety of the bed of the river would pass to the grantee, unless the cir- 
cumstances shewed that it was intended to be excluded, and the onus was 
on the grantor to shew that there were such circumstances. There were 
no such circumstances in the present case. The truth was that what had 
now happened was not in the contemplation of either party to the deed. 
The court would be unsettling a perfectly well-known rule of real 
property if it held that, under the circumstances of the present case, that 
tule was excluded. Lorzs, L.J., concurred. After a careful examina- 
tion of the authorities he believed the result of them was this, if land 
adjoining to a highway or a non-navigable river, half the of the high- 
way or of the bed of the river would pass to the unless there 
Was something either in the language of the deed or the subject. 
of the grant or in the surrounding circumstances sufficient to rebut 





presumption, and this rule applied even though the grant could be satis- 
fied as to quantity without including the moiety of the soil or the bed, 
and though the property granted was described as bounded by the road or 
the river, and notwithstanding that a map or plan referred to in the deed 
did not include the moiety in the part colo as passing by it.—Covunsz1, 
Macnaghten, Q.C., and Phipson Beale ; E. Widdington Byrne; Marten, Q.C., 
Romer, Q.C., and EZ. 8. Ford. Soxicrrors, Beale § Co. ; Ridsdale § Son. 


THE SOLICITOR TO THE — v. WHITE—C. A. No. 2, 23rd 
jy: 
AppEAL FROM ORDER REJECTING EvipeNcE—ILLNEss oF Wirness—ORrDER 
TO TAKE EvIDENCE DE BENE ESSE. 


This was an ongnet motion asking that the evidence of a witness, who 
was dangerously ill, might be taken de dene esse before a special examiner. 
The action related to the right toa grant of administration to the estate 
of a lunatic who had died intestate. This question depended upon 
whether the mother of the intestate was or was not legitimate, and in 
proof of the reputation of a marriage a witness was tendered, who was one 
of the family of the wife of a child ofthe husband. Butt, J., rejected 
the evidence on the ground that the witness was a stranger to the family, 
and he decided that the Crown was entitled to administration, on the 
ground that the intestate had no next-of-kin. The defendant appealed, 
and on behalf of the Crown a cross notice of appeal was given from the 
refusal of Butt, J., to admit the evidence. This witness was dangerously 
ill, and an application was made on behalf of the Crown to have her evi- 
dence taken at once de bene esse, before a special examiner, in order that it 
might not be lost in the event of her death before the appeal should come on 
for hearing. The Court (Corron, Lixpiey, and Lorgs, L.JJ.) granted the 
application upon the undertaking of the Solicitor to the Treasury to sub- 
mit to any order which the court might hereafter make as to the costs of 
the application and the costa of and occasioned by the examination. 
Corton, L.J., said that he did not know of any precedent for such an 
application. But if, on the hearing of the appeal, the court should hold 
that the evidence of this witness ought to be admitted, it would be o 

to them either to send the case back to the court below for a new eaiel or 
to hear the evidence themselves. If this witness had meanwhile died, the 
court would be prevented from adopting this expeditious mode of taking the 
evidence. He therefore thought the court ought to allow the evidence to 
be taken de bene esse. The order would be without prejudice to any 
objection to the admissibility of the evidence. Linpiey, L.J., said that 
it would be a scandal if evidence which might prove to be material could 
not be taken now. If it was obvious that the evidence must be inadmiss- 
ible, it would be another matter. This was not at all obvious, and the 
witness might die in the interval. Lorrs, L.J., said that it would be 
lamentable if the court should, on the hearing of the appeal, be of 
opinion that the evidence was admissible, and, meanwhile, the witness 
should have died and her testimony have been lost. On the other hand, 
by allowing the evidence to be taken at once, no harm would be done to 
the defendant which could not be set right by the payment of costs. It 
was urged that there was no precedent for such an order. His lordship 
did not know whether there was, but he thought it very probable that such 
@ case must have occurred on an application to the court in Bane for a new 
trial on the ground of the rejection ofevidence. But, whether there was 
any precedent for it or not, he thought the application ought to be granted. 
—CounseL, Danckwerts ; Willis-Bund and Raymond, Sousicrrors, Hare ¢ 
Co. 


GAS LIGHT AND COKE CO. v. HARDY—C. A. No. 1, 27th July. 
Gas Companrgs Ciavses Act, 1847, s. 14d—Firrines ror Gas—Prorecrion 
From DistTrass. 

In this case a question of considerable importance to gas companies was 
raised—namely, whether a gas stove hired from a ges bore any | was 

rotected from distress. In October, 1884, the plaintiff company let on 

ire to aman named Mulford a gas stove for the purpose of heating a 
bath in Mulford’s house. Some time afterwards, Mulford’s rent being in 
arrear, the landlord distrained, and the defendant, who was the landlord's 
broker, seized and sold among other articles the gas stove. The plaintiffs 
brought an action in trover, which was tried before Mathew, J., 
without a jury. The learned judge held that a gas stove was not such a 
fitting as was protected from distress by the Gas Companies Acts, and 
gave judgment for the defendant. The plaintiffs appealed. By section 
14 of the Gasworks Clauses Act, 1847 (10 Vict. c. 15), it is provided 
that ‘‘the undertakers may let for hire any meter for ascertaining the 
quantity of gas consumed or supplied, and any ep for the * for 
such remuneration as might be agreed upon, ‘“‘ and such meters an ae 
shall not be subject to distress.’” The Metropolis Gas Act, 1861 (24 & 25 
Vict. c. 79), which reguiates the Pa company, incorporated the Act of 
1847. It was urged for the defendants'that since, in the plaintiffs’ private Act 
of 1868 and in the Gas Companies Act of 1871 (34 & 35 Vict. c. 41), the 
words “ fittings to meters’’ are substituted for the words “fittings for 
gas,’’ the protection given by section 14 of the Act of 1847 was limited 
to such fittings, but the Court (Lord Esnsr, M.R., Bowrsn and Fry, 
L.JJ.) were of the cont cpinion. They said that they had no doubt, 
upon the proper construction of section 14 of the Act of 1847, that the 

as stove was a fitting for gas, and was consequently protected from 
| wt They considered that the words “ fittings for gas "’ included all 
kinds of apparatus used for the supply and beneficial consumption of ges, 
and as they held that the gas stove in question was clearly such an 


wperenine qhowes thocuatal, ant exteest udgment accordingly for 
plaintiffs. Counsm, Sir R. B. Webster, DO. aad Denkews! Aon 


1 and G. W. Bilis. Soxscrrons, Bedford ¢ Monier Williams ; Edward Clarke 
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HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
Re POOLE, POOLE v. POOLE—North, J., 24th July. 


R. 8. C., 1883, XLIX., 5—Pracrice—Transrer or Action—ADMINISTRA= 
TION JUDGMENT—ACTION AGAINST EXEcuTor. 


The question in this case was whether, in giving judgment for the 
administration of the estate of an intestate, the court could insert in the 
judgment a direction to transfer to the Chancery Division an action which 
had been brought by a creditor of the intestate against the administratrix 
in the Queen’s Bench Division. Rule 5 of order 49 provides that, ‘‘ when 
an order has been made by a judge of the Chancery Division for the 
winding up of any company, or for the administration of the assets of 
any testator or intestate, the judge in whose court such winding up or 

inistration shall be pending shall have power, without any further 
consent, to order the transfer to such judge of any cause or matter 
pending in any other court or division brought or continued by or against 
such~company, or by or against the executors or administrators of the 
testator or intestate whose assets are being so administered, as the case 
maay be. Nort, J., held that it would be safer to make a separate order 
for the transfer of the action.—CovunseL., Bramwell Davis ; Morten Smith. 
Soxrcrrors, Zarrant § Mackrell ; Sharpe, Parkers, § Co. 





BAILLIE ». GOODWIN—North, J., 23rd July, 
Practice—Serviczk or Writ—Partners—R. 8. C., 1883, IX., 6. 


This was a motion by the defendants to set aside the service of the writ 
in the action. The action was brought to restrain the infringement of a 
atent. The defendants were « firm carrying on business in Glasgow. They 
had no place of busidess of their own in England, but they had employed 
a Mr. Macphail, of Bucklersbury, to procure and transmit to them 
fications and drawings. They had, however, their name affixed to 
his offices, and their letter paper was headed ‘‘ London offices, 20, Buck- 
lersbury, Mansion-house, E.C.’? The writ had been served on a clerk of 
Mr. Macphail’s at Bucklersbury. Rule 6 of order 9 provides that ‘‘ where 
rsons are sued as partners in the name of their firm, the writ shall be 
served either upon any one or more of the partners, or at the principal 
place within the jurisdiction of the business of the partnership upon any 
person having at the time of service the control or management of the 
partnership business there.’”? Norru, J., held that the service was 
irregular, and set it aside. He was of opinion that the defendants had 
not a place of business in England; and that the position of Macphail 
to them was that of an agent, and not a servant. Even Macphail 
had not been served, but only his clerk, who had not the control of the 
business. But the service was set aside without costs, partly because 
the defendants had contributed to the irregularity by having their name 
at Bucklersbury, and having a London address on their letter paper ; but 
mainly because in their notice of motion they had not stated the specific 
grounds on which it was made.—Counset, Aston, Q.C., and E. Ford ; 
Everitt, Q.C., and Dou'as Walker. Souscrrors, Wainwright § Baillie; 
Lyne § Holman. 





Re DE ROSAZ, RYMER v. DE ROSAZ—North, J., 24th July. 
Witit—Construction—Lecacy Dury. 


The question in this case was whether a legacy given by the will of a 
testator to a charity was, by implication, to be paid free of legacy duty. 
The testator gave a pecuniary legacy of 6,000f. of annual and perpetual 
French Rentes for the benefit of the Catholic Orphan Asylum for thirty 
girls, and, in addition, after the death of his wife, he gave his residuary 
personal estate upon certain trusts, the first being ‘‘in trust, to use, 
employ, and to devote and distribute all the said dividends, interest, and 
income for the creation and maintenance in the first instance of the 
Catholic Pe any: Asylum of St. Joseph.’”? The chief clerk found by his 
certificate that, in addition to the pecuniary legacy, a sum of £660 annually 
would be required by the St. Joseph institution to maintain and educate 
thirty children. The question was whether the legacy ought to be paid 
free of legacy duty. It was argued on behalf of the charity that, inas- 
much as, if the ten percent. duty were deducted, only twenty-eight or 
twenty-seven children could be maintained out of the funds provided by 
the testator intended for thirty children, the true construction of the will 
was that the legacy was to be paid free of duty. Norru, J., did not 
think there was enough to shew that the testator intended the legacy 
duty to be paid out of the estate. No doubt the testator contemplated 
that the charity would receive the whole legacy, but so did every testator. 
The law _ upon legatees the liability to pay the duty out of their 
legacies. e argument on behalf of the charity would be equally 
applicable to income-tax. If he yielded to it, he would also have to set 
aside a sum to meet income-tax.—CounszL, Everitt, Q.C., and Manby ; 
Cozens - Hardy, Q.C., and Jason Smith; Fooks, Q.C., and W. C. Fooks; 
Napier Higgins, Q.0., and J. J. Laing; Cookson, Q.C., and Brabant ; 
Maclean, Q.C., and F. G. Bagshawe. Sottcrrors, Bozall ¢ Borall; F. A. 
Brabant ; Sismey § Sismey ; Taylor, Son, § Humbert; E. 8. Carr. 


Re FARNELL’S SETTLED ESTATE—North, J., 21st July. 


Szerrtep Estate—Lease — Aprrrovat or Court — Vovenant To Exrexp 
Term—Serriep Estates Act, 1877, ss. 4, 5—Powzr—Exercise—Re- 
CITAL In Dep. 


This was a petition for the approval by the court of a proposed buildin 
leaee of property which had heen settled by a will. Tas poopent a 
held under a lease from the Corporation of London for a term of | forty 





years from Lady-day, 1880, with a covenant for perpetual renewal every 
fourteen years for a similar term on payment of a fine. An agreement 
had been entered into to grant an underlease to a builder for building 
purposes, at a specified rent for the residue of the existing term (less one 
day), but if the court would sanction the insertion of a covenant to renew 
the original lease punctually at the proper time, and to grant an extension 
of the term of the building lease to forty-two years, the builder agreed 
to pay a larger rent during the whole of his term. Noxru, J., refused to 
sanction the insertion of such a covenant, which he thought would in 
effect amount to the granting of a lease in futuro, whereas section 4 of 
the Act only authorized the granting of a lease ‘‘ to take effect in posses. 
sion at or within a year after the making thereof.’’ 

Another point in the case arose thus. The testator’s will empowered 
the trustees or trustee thereof to appoint new trustees. The lease of 1880 
(which was a renewal of a former one) was granted by a deed to which 
the surviving trustee of the will was a party, and it was granted by the 
corporation, by his direction, to four persons, who were described as the 
then trustees of the will. They had never been formally appointed trus- 
tees. Nonrru, J., on the authority of Poulson v. Wellington (2 P. W. 533), 
held that this statement or recital operated as an appointment of the four 
persons to be trustees of the will.—Counszr, Wintle. Soutcrror, J. 
Girdlestone. 





BARKER v. CHAPMAN—Chitty, J., 23rd July. 


R. 8. C., 1883, XXXVII., 12—ExaminaTIon BEFORE Examiner or Court 
—Deposition or WITNESS REFUSING 10 ATTEND AND SIGN. 


In this case a motion was made to attach the defendant for non-attend- 
ance before an examiner. It appeared that the defendant had attended 
an appointment before the examiner, and, after having been cross- 
examined, desired that his re-examination should stand over. Another 
appointment before the examiner having been obtained by the plaintiff, 
the defendant had declined to attend. The plaintiff now submitted that 
he was, in the event of the defendant’s refusal to again attend, at least 
entitled to an order for the depositions to be signed by the examiner. It 
was, however, objected that R. 8. O., 1883, XX XVII., 12, was peremptory 
on the point that the depositions must, in any case, be read over to the 
deponent. Curry, J., said that the objection could not be upheld 
without reducing the rule to an absurdity. The order would be for a fresh 
appointment before the examiner, and for the attendance of the defend- 
ant, and that, if the defendant should fail to attend, or should attend and 
refuse to sign the depositions, that the examiner should sign and file the 
depositions without reading them over to the defendant or requiring the 
defendant’s signature.—CounseL, Byrne; Kirby. Soxicrrors, Yielding ¢ 
Barlow. 


Re PRATT’S TRUSTS—Chitty, J., 24th July. 


Practice—Vestinc Orper—Inrestacy—Crown Crammine Lecat Estate— 
Trustee Act, 1850 —Inresrares Estates Act, 1884 (47 & 48 Vict. c. 
71), s. 5. 


This was a petition, under the Trustee Act, 1850, for the ap- 
pointment of new trustees of the will of a deceased testator, and for 
a vesting order. It appeared that the testator, who was illegitimate, had 
devised his real estate to his widow for life, and after her death to trustees 
upon trust for sale and payment of the proceeds to six persons, absolutely, 
in equal shares. Three of those persons had died during the lifetime of 
the testator, aud their shares lapsed. The testator’s widow being now 
dead and the trustees having disclaimed, the above petition was presented 
by the surviving beneficiaries. When the petition came on for hearing 4 
question arose as to the jurisdiction of the court to make a vesting order 
under the Trustee Relief Act, 1850, as against the Crown, which was 
entitled beneficially to a moiety of the estate and also claimed the legal 
estate in the whole. The court therefore directed the petitioner to take 
out a summons under the Intestates Estates Act, 1884 (47 & 48 Vict. c. 
71), s. 5, for sale of the testator’s real estate and directed such summons to 
be brought on with the petition. Curry, J., now made one order on 
the petition and summons directing a sale and payment into court, 
and giving liberty to the petitioners to apply in hanbens for the appoint- 
ment of new trustees.—CovunseL, J. Bradford and Ingle Joyce. Souicl- 
tors, Wootton § Sons, for F. Fowell, Hopton, Suffolk; Solicitor to the 
Treasury. 


HENDERSON v. ROTHSCHILD—Bacon, V.C., 20th July. 


Principat AND AGENT — FunDs sUPPLIED TO AGENT TO PAY Dest NOT 
yer Dug ny Principat—Norice to Orgeprror—Powsrr or PrinciPal 
TO REVOKE AUTHORITY. 


The plaintiff was the holder of £5,000 five per cent. mortgage bonds of 
the Egyptian State Domain Loan of 1878. The defendants were the 
agents of the Egyptian Government, and on the 22nd of May, 1885, they 
advertised that they would pay the interest due on the Ist of June in full. 
This they did on theauthority of the Domain Commissioners, for whom they 
were not agents. On the 29th of May the Egyptian Government telegraphed 
to the defendants to deduct from the interest a five per cent. tax, and 
on the Istof June the defendants advertised that the deduction would be 
made although the Domain Commissioners had remitted enough money to 
pay in full. The duty of the commissioners was to administer the estates, 
and out of the revenues to supply money to pay interest ; but in the 
— instance of the funds sent were furnished by the Fey. 

overnment. e plaintiff claimed to have his interest paid in full. 





Bacon, V.C., said that when the first advertisement was issued the debt 
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was notdue. Thecreditors had no right to the money till the 1st of June. 
The Egyptian Government were the owners of the fund, and they had a 
perfect right to revoke the instructions to pay which they had given to 
their agents. Action dismissed, no costs.—CounseL, Hemming, Q.C., and 
John Henderson ; Sir H. James, Q.C., Marten, Q.C., and Maidiow. Soxtct- 
rors, A. R. § H. Steele ; Dawes § Sons. 


THE GUARDIANS OF LAMBETH PARISH v. THE NEXT OF KIN 
OF MARIA BRADSHAW—Prob. Div., 17th July. 


ApMINISTRATION—CrEDITOR’s GRaNT—Pavpger Lunatic—AnnvuiTY—GRAnNT 
TO —— Law AMENDMENT Act, 1849 (12 & 13 Vicr. c. 103), 
ss. 16, 17. 

This was an application for a grant of letters of administration to the 
Guardians of the Poor of Lambeth Parish under the following circum- 
stances:—Maria Bradshaw, the deceased, had been for many years 
insane, and had been an inmate of the Surrey Lunatic Asylum at 
Wandsworth from the 10th of January, 1879, until the 6th of December, 
1885, when she died. Up to the time of her death the sum of 
£181 18s. 11d. had been paid by the guardians of Lambeth parish for her 
maintenance, and it was afterwards discovered that she had been the 
possessor of an annuity of £24 14s. 6d. from the National Debt Com- 
missioners, but that arrears of the annuity, to the amount of about £173, 
had been unclaimed. The next of kin of the deceased had been cited by 
advertisement, but no appearance had been entered. In support of the 
present application for administration Windeatt v. Sharland (L. R. 2 P. & 
D. 266) was referred to as shewing that, under the 12 & 13 Vict. c. 103, 
ss. 16, 17, the guardians were entitled to reimburse themselves for the 
funeral expenses of the deceased and for her maintenance during the last 
twelve months of her life; and Guardians of Derby v. Sharratt (L. R. 27 
Ch. D. 710) as shewing that the whole expense of her maintenance 
(except as to such part of the claim as might be barred by the Statute of 
Limitations) was recoverable from her estate by the guardians after her 
death. Burr, J., made a grant of administration to the guardians, 
subject to the consent of the Queen’s Proctor being obtained.—Counskz1, 
A, Glen; W.E. Gordon. Soutcrror, W. J. Fraser. 





BANKRUPTCY CASES. S 
Ex parte MCHENRY, Re MCHENRY—C. A. No. 1, 10th July. 


Bankrurptcy—Proor or Dest—Ricut or Crepiror To Vote at MEETING 
—Banxrvrtoy Act, 1869, s. 16, sus-section 2 — Bankruptcy Rvugs, 
1870, x. 67. 

A question arose in this case as to the right of a creditor to vote at the 
first meeting of the creditors in a bankruptcy, without proving over again 
his debt which had been proved some years previously in liquidation pro- 
ceedings which had resulted in the bankruptcy. In July, 1879, in an 
action in the Chancery Division, judgment was given by Jessel, M.R , for 
a large sum due from the debtor to a railway company. In August, .1879, 
the debtor filed a liquidation petition, the proceedings under which were 
from time to time adjourned until the year 1883. In 1881 the Court of 
Appeal affirmed the judgment of Jessel, M.R., and in July, 1883, the 
House of Lords affirmed the decision of the Court of Appeal. In October, 
1883, the creditors resolved to accept a composition, and the resolutions 
were duly confirmed and registered. The composition was not paid to the 
company, and on the 25th of March, 1886, on their application, the 
registrar adjudicated the debtor a bankrupt, under the power conferred 
by section 126 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. The debtor appealed against 
the adjudication, and on the 9th of April the Court of Appeal dismissed 
the appeal. On the same day, on the application of the company ex parte, 
the registrar ordered that the proofs of debt made in the liquidation pro- 
ceedings might be used in the bankruptcy proceedings, but without 
prejudice to any objections which might be taken to them. The first 
meeting of the creditors was held on the 12th of May. The company and 
two other creditors were present. The company tendered in proof of 
their judgment debt an affidavit which had been made in the liqui- 
dation proceedings in January, 1880. The proof had then been 
objected to, and the objections had never been dealt with by the 
court. The other two creditors also tendered in proof of their 
debts affidavits which had been made some years previously in the 
liquidation proceedings. These proofs had been objected to but 
the objections had been withdrawn. On behalf of the debtor these 
affidavits were objected to, on the ground that they only shewed that the 

debts deposed to were due to the creditors wy nage at the date of 

the filing of the liquidation petition, and at the dates respectively of the 

Swearing of the affidavits, and that it ought, according to the settled 

practice, to be shewn that the debts continued due at the time when the 

proofs were tendered in the bankruptcy proceedings. The registrar, who 
was acting as chairman of the meeting, overruled the objection, and 
admitted the proofs, and the creditors then voted in the choice of 
trustees in the bankruptcy. The registrar afterwards, sitting as judge, 
affirmed the admission of the proofs. The debtor appealed, and it was 
urged on his behalf that the settled practice in hate tcy has always 
been that a petitioning creditor, though he has proved his debt for the 
purpose of ee adjudication of bankruptcy against his debtor, 
must prove it again before he can vote at the first meeting of the creditors 


under the bankruptcy. Reliance was also placed cn section 16 of the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1869, which provides, by sub-section 2, that ‘a person shall 


e under 


the bankruptcy to be due to him.” Rule 67 of the Bankruptcy 
Rules, 1870, prescribes the form in which the proof is to be made. 
It was also urged that the registrar, not being now, as he was under 
the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, trustee in the bankruptcy until a trustee 
was chosen, had no right to sit as chairman or admit proofs, and 
that the proofs were not in proper form, inasmuch as they did not 
shew that the debts were due at the date of the adjudication. The 
debts might have been reduced, by realization of securities or otherwise, 
since the dates of the affidavits. The Court of Appeal (Lord Esuzr, 
M.R., and Bowen and Fry, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision of the registrar. 
Lord Esuer, M.R., said that three courts had held that a debt was 
absolutely due to the company, and the bankrupt had resorted to every 
possible means to evade the judgment. Nota shilling of the debt had 
been paid yet. On the ap from the adjudication the court had held 
that the debt was due, and yet the bankrupt now asked that the farce 
should be played of proving the debt again. No general rules could 
oblige the Court of Bankruptcy, which regarded the substance of a case, 
to go through such a miserable farce. Bowen, L.J., said that the House 
of Lords had decided that the debt was due to the company, and in 
April last this court held that the debt was still due, and was capable of 
supporting an adjudication. Nevertheless, the bankrupt, relying on 
sub-section 2 of section 16, and rule 67, said that, although the court had, 
in this very bankruptcy, decided that the debt was due, it was a matter 
of strict law that the creditors must go through the form of carrying in a 
fresh affidavit. Having regard to the recent decision of this court, this 
formality must result in nothing. And, in his lordship’s opinion, sub- 
section 2 of section 16, and rule 67, did not apply to a case in which 
the court considered it unnecessary that afresh proof should be made. 
And the case of Ex parte Hopkins (22 L. T. N. S. 450) shewed that a prac- 
tice had prevailed in the Court of Bankruptcy of allowing proofs of 
debts made in liquidation proceedings to be used in ptcy pro- 
ceedings which were substituted for the liquidation p ings. 
Ex parte Taylor (6 D. M. & G. 740) shewed that, under the Bank- 
ruptcy Act of 1849, a similar practice had prevailed when a creditor’s 
petition was substituted for a debtor’s  pyemen It was said that 
in Ex parte Taylor the order was made by consent, but there was 
nothing to shew that all the creditors were before the court ; therefore the 
court must have held that it had jurisdiction to make the order. In the 
present case the adjudication was made under section 126, for the purpose 
of affording prompt and speedy justice to the creditors, who were being 
baffled by the composition proceedings, and it would be a melancholy 
result if the court could not adopt the old practice and allow the proofs 
to be transferred to the bankruptcy eee reserving all just exceptions 
to them. The adjudication would otherwise only result in fresh expense 
and delay. It was not actually necessary to decide that this was a right 
ractice (though his lordship would be sorry to throw any doubt on it), 
or in the present case the court had ac ly decided the validity of the 
company’s debt, and he thought that the Court of Bankruptcy ought no 
more than any other court to require that in a pending proceeding proof 
should be made over of that which had been established by the 
decision of the court. Fry, L.J., thought that the order that the proofs 
made in the liquidation proceedings might be used in the bankruptcy was 
right. The bankruptcy was resorted to in order to give effect to the 
rights of the creditors, which had been frustrated by the bank rupt, and it 
would be monstrous if he could insist on this objection. The course of 
practice shewn by Ex parte Taylor and Ex parte Hopkins justified the 
order, and, if ever there was a case for following that practice, the present 
case was cne. The objections to the proofs of two of the creditors 
had been withdrawn, and the case of the railway company was, if 
possible, clearer. Their right was finally settled by the House of Lords 
in 1883, and in April last this court held that a provable debt had been 
ascertained by the decision of the House of Lords, and that not a shilling 
had been paid since. The bankrupt now said it was the duty of the 
court to require the debt to be proved over again. Whatever 
the rules might be, the court had an; inherent power to prevent its 
process being used for unjust purposes. When a debt had been once 
formally proved in a bankruptcy the registrar had jurisdiction not to re- 
quire it to be proved over in, and it was his emf to see that no 
further opportunity of delay should be given to the t.—Counss1, 
Murphy, Q.C., Cooper Willis, Q.O., and Herbert Reed; Winslow, Q.C., 
Sidney Woolf, and Colquhoun Dill; Sir H. Davey, 8.G., and Pollard ; 
Dawney. Sourcrrors, G. 8. §¢ H. Brandon ; Munns $ Longden ; Freshfields 
$ Williams ; Edwin Andrew. 





CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS. 
SoLicrroRs sTRUCK OFF THE Rout. 


The following solicitors have been struck off the roll :— 

July 22.—Davin Day Griessy. 

July 27.—Witu1am Arnotp [convicted of forgery on May 3 last, and 
sentenced to five years’ penal servitude]. 

July 27.—Grorcr Epwarp Ray [convicted of forgery at the Ipswich 
Assizes, and sentenced to seven years’ penal servitude]. 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Tuomas Forster Baruam, solicitor, of Bridgewater, has been 
appointed Clerk to the Bri Rural Sanitary Authority. Mr. 
Barham was admitted a solicitor in 1875. He isthe son of Mr. Eustace 





not be entitled to vote as a creditor, unless * or previo to, the 
meeting he has, in the prescribed manner, prov a debt provabl 


Barham, solicitor, with whom he is in partnership. 
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Mr. Gzorcr Wit11AM Pynvs, solicitor, of Barmouth, has been appointed 
Clerk to the Barmouth Local Board. Mr. Pybus was admitted a solicitor 
in 1885. 


Mr. Ricnarp Preston, solicitor (of the firm of Preston & Sayer), of 
Tunbridge, has been appointed Deputy-Coroner for the Tunbridge 
Division of the County of Kent. Mr. Preston was admitted a solicitor 
in 1882. 


Mr. Henry Gryvi1s, solicitor (of the firm of Paige, Kelly, & Grylls), of 
Redruth, has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the 
Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Gwitysm Cristor Jamzs, solicitor, of Merthyr Tydvil, has been 
appointed Clerk to the Merthyr Tydvil Local Board, in succession to Mr. 

omas Williams, deceased. Mr. James was admitted a solicitor in 
1872. 


Mr. Henry Antuur Pzaxz, solicitor, of Sleaford, has been appointed 
Clerk to the County Magistrates at that place, in succession to his father, 
the late Mr. Henry Peake. Mr. H. A. Peake was admitted a solicitor in 
1877. He is in partnership with Mr. Henry Snow. 


Mr. Joun Creery, solicitor (of the firm of Hallett & Creery), of Ash- 
ford, has been appointed Deputy-Registrar of the Ashford County Court 
(Circuit No. 49). Mr. Creery was admitted a solicitor in 1883. 


Mr. Atrrep Dickinson, solicitor, of Ormskirk and Southport, has been 
appointed Clerk to the Ormskirk Board of Guardians, Assessment Com- 
mittee, School Attendance Committee, and Rural Sanitary Authority, and 
Superintendent Registrar for the Ormskirk district, in succession to his 
partner, the late Mr. William Parr. Mr. Dickinson was admitted a 
solicitor in 1883. 

Mr. Micuaztt McCarran, solicitor, of Belfast, who has been elected 
M.P. for the Southern Division of the County of Down in the Home Rule 
interest, is the son of Mr. John McCartan, of Castlewellan, Downshire, 
and was born in 1850. He was admitted a solicitor in 1882. 


Mr. Cuartes Henry Twynam, solicitor, of Stafford, has been appointed 
Clerk to the County Magistraies at that place, in succession to the late 
Mr. George Spilsbury. Mr. Twynam was admitted a solicitor in 1868. 


Mr. Cuartes Wii Marruews, barrister, has been appointed Senior 
Prosecuting Counsel to the Post Office at the Central Criminal Court in 
succession to the late Mr. Hugh Cowie, Q.C. Mr. Matthews is the step- 
son of the late Mr. Charles James Matthews, whose name he assumed. 
He was born in 1850, and he was called to the bar at the Middle 
Temple in Easter Term, 1872, He isa member of the Western Circuit, 
and a revising barrister for Somersetshire, 


The Right Hon. Movnrstvarr Expuinsrone Grant Durr, O.LE, 
Governor of Madras, has been created a Knight Commander of the Star of 
India. Sir M. Duff is the eldest son of Mr. James Cuninghame Grant 
Duff, of Eden, Aberdeenshire, and was born in 1829. He was educated at 
Rugby and at Balliol College, Oxford, where he graduated 2nd class in 
Classics in 1850. He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in 
Michaelmas Term, 1854, and he was formerly a member of the Midland 
Circuit. He was M.P. for Elgin in the Liberal interest from 1857 till 1881. 
He was Under-Secretary of State for India from 1868 till 1874, and Under- 
Secretary of State for the Colonies from April, 1880, till February, 1881, 
when he was appointed Governor of Madras, and was sworn in as a Privy 
Councillor. Sir M. Duff isa Deputy-Lieutenant for Aberdeenshire and 
eye! a he was Lord Rector of the University of Aberdeen from 

i » 


Sir Wittuam Henry Wurtz, C.B., has been appointed Assistant-Pay- 


master for Chancery business, in succession to the late Sir George 
Kellner. 


Mr. Epwsn Cuarzzs Curtis, solicitor, of Neath, Briton Ferry, and 
Pontardawe, has been elected Town Clerk of the borough of Neath, in 


succession to his father, the late Mr. Alfred Curtis. Mr. E. C. Curtis was 
admitted a solicitor in 1862. 


Mr. Henry Bonn, barrister, has been appointed Lecturer in Law at 
Trinity College, Cambridge, on the resignation of Mr. Courtney Stan- 
hope Kenny, M.P. Mr. Bond is the eldest son of Mr. William Bond, of 
Cambridge. He was formerly scholar of Trinity Hall, where he gradu- 
ated at the head of the first class of the Law Tripos and also in the first 
class of the Historical Tripos in 1877. He was Members’ Prizeman in 
1875, and Chancellor’s Legal Medallist in 1877. He was called to the 
bar at the MiddJe Temple in April, 1883. 


Mr. Freperick Cavenpisn Bentinck, barrister, has been appointed 
Secretary to the Royal Commission on the Education Acts, in succession to 
the late Mr. Hugh Cowie, Q.C., Mr. Bentinck is the second son of the Right 
Hon. George Augustns Cavendish Bentinck, M.P., and was born in 1856. 
He was educated at Trinity College, Cambridge. He was called to the 
bar at Lincoln’s-inn in June, 1879, and he practises on the Western 
Circuit. Mr. Bentinck acted as assistant-secretary to the commission. 


Mr. Ricnarp Tuomas Propzxt Wrii1ams, solicitor (of the firm of Eaton, 
Evans, & Williams), of Haverfordwest, Milford Haven, and Narberth, has 
been appointed Clerk to the Magistrates for the borough of Haverford- 
west, and Clerk to the Magistrates for the Dewsland Division of 
Pembrokeshire. Mr. Williams was admitted a solicitor in 1876. Both 


— were held by the late Mr. William Vaughan James, of Haverford- 
west. 


Mr. James Price, solicitor, of Haverfordwest, has been appointed Clerk 
to the Coun! Magistrates for the Hundred of Roose, in succession to the 
late Mr. W: Vaughan James. 














DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIPS, &c. 


Joun Pzemperton and Tuomas Epwarp Sampson, solicitors, Liverpool, 
July 21. [ Gazette, July 23. 

Francis GitmorE Barnett and Joun Orosspy Guitmorz, solicitors 
(Barnett & Gilmore), of 13, John-street, Bristol. June 30. The said 
Francis Gilmore Barnett and John Crosby Gilmore, will respectively 
carry on their separate businesses at 13, John-street aforesaid. 

Grorce FertHam and Epmunp Ta.sot Pater, solicitors (Feltham & 
Palmer), of 5, Union-street, Portsea. July 21. The said George 
Feltham will continue practice at the above-named address. 

[ Gazette, July 27, 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 


TIME TO BE LIMITED FOR ENTERING APPEARANCE AFTER 
SERVICE OUT OF THE JURISDICTION OF WRIT OR NOTICE 
OF WRIT. 


It has become necessary, having regard to the increased facilities given 
by the General Post Office, consequent upon the great extension of rail- 
way and steamboat communication within the last thirty or forty years, 
to revise the tab.e of times for appearance after service out of the juris- 
diction which has been hitherto in use in the registrar’s office. 

The time allowed for entering appearance after service out of the 
jurisdiction is, as a general rule, double the ordinary time it takes to reach 
the place where the defendant is, or probably may be found, an: the first 
column of the table (extracted from the Post Office Handbook) contains 
the approximate time occupied in course of post from London to the 
places mentioned in the second column. 

To the time allowed for appearing after service abroad there has in all 
cases been added the eight days allowed for appearing after service 
within the jurisdiction, and, when the place is difficult of access, a slight 
further addition has been made. 

It will also be generally advisable to allow a certain area for service, not 
limited to the actual place where the defendant is, or probably may be 
found, but in such cases care should be taken to allow sufficient further 
time to admit of service at the most distant point of that area—e g., when 
the service is to be ‘‘ at Paris or elsewhere in the Republic of France,’ the 
time allowed for Nice, and not for Paris, should be inserted. 

Registrar’s Office, 15th July, 1886. Approved, 

P. J. Kine, 
Senior Registrar. 
Orper XI., Rurzs 4 anp 5, : 
Taste or Time to be limited for Entering Appearance after service out 
of the Jurisdiction of Writ or Notice of Writ. 


Postal Table of Days for 
Time occupied. Name of Place. appear- 
Days. Hours, ance. 
11 dea Aden... Bes eae see iad dee ee 30 
Africa: 

4 = North Coast Se ety Bs eg ae 16 
17 as West Coast ws co ite a bah 42 
is 15 Amsterdam ... ite $e eis on bid 10 
15 “Fe Antigua “ve oe soa a ave és 3 
ze 11 Antwerp ahs sid seo ‘s ‘te Son 10 
29 ove Argentine Republic eee ove sus sie 66 
28 nda Ascension «6 ius es ; ads ie 64 

5 eee Athens RE iis a Sts ie me 20 
39 se Auckland (New Zealand), via San Francisco... 88 
16 sae Bahamas ha ods bee See S06 =? 40 
18 a Bahia ... oe is s ove bue ra 44 

1 ave Bile es sed is oe a oa bed 10 
13 ive Barbadoes eee ait ie Fors ie ae 34 

1 18 Barcelona sie ead ee ea oti on 14 
82 aie Batavia oe -_ ae ase en ces 72 

1 6 Bayonne sus ste ae me Soh ees 12 
18 “we Belize (British Honduras), vii New Orleans as 46 

1 2 Berlin ae ss aye ee Efe ane 12 
15 es Bermuda, vii Halifax 15 id =: ve 38 

1 8 Berne... en ren oie obs poe “ve 12 

9 ba Beyrout ne bee 00 ra Ss = 26 
18 ize Bombay Sea aa ae a ae is 44 

“ 22 Bordeaux ra es ie td See Sig 10 
eos ee Borneo (North) ove ibe om see 90 

1 2 Bremen ret dss a toe goes ve 12 

2 18 Brindisi its me Es ie ren te 14 
45 bie Brisbane wee dia roe it ae és 98 
23 tis British Columbia ik ihe bes ia ‘a 54 
14 12 British Guiana ies ne: See a = 38 
bid 10 Brussels aa hee bee oes its one 10 

2 wa Buda Pesth _... re 34 a eves a 12 
20 ¥ Buenos Ayres es = oie rar nol 66 
21 one Busbire (Persian Gulf ies bod ‘ies tes 50 
29 ae Busreh (Persian Gulf) ina ‘oe we at 66 

3 12 Cadiz... oe ask = tf. = ‘se 16 

6 ne Cairo... See i ves ws a ss 20 
21 pe Calcutta... éés fae ia tis hes ods 50 
41... Caldera, vid Panama ... ee es 
32 8h Callao 12 


” eee one eee 
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Cameroons (Africa) ... 
Cape Coast Castle ; 
Cape Town 

+ ~ baer (Colombia) 

Channel Islands es 

Christiania Pe 

es 


Cologne 
 eegae (Ceylon) 
Colo ns 


tones (Africa) .. 

Constantinople, vid Varne 
99 Brindisi... 

Co nhagen oe vee 

Conuiaabe, via Magellan 

Cyprus ... oes eee 

Tileaae Bay ... pai 

Demerara oes - 

Dominica 

Dresden .. 

Falkland Islands 

Fernando Po 

Fiji 

Florence.. ses 

Frankfort- on- -Maine eee 

Gaboon scmel 

Geneva ... 

Genoa ... 

Gibraltar 

Gothenburg 

Goree —- - 

Grand any > 

Grenada... 

Grey Town 

Guadaloupe 

Guayaquil, via Panama. 

Hague, The ove 

Hamburg 

Havana ... 

Hong Kong 

Honolulu ~ 

Iceland . ove 

Inhambane (Africa) ove 

Interlaken es oe 

Iquique, via Panama .. 

toe +f : 


Jeddah h (Arabia) 

King George’s Sound... 
Kurrachee ; 

Lagos (Africa) ... 

La Guayra 

Lisbon ... 

Loanda (Africa)... 

Lucerne .. . 

Lyons .. 

Madeira .. 

Madras ... 

Madrid .. 

Malaga ... 

Malta... 

Man (Isle of) 

Marseilles 

Martinique 

Mauritius 

Melbourne 

Milan ... 

Mollendo, via Panama 
Monrovia (Africa) 

Monte Video ... 
Montserrat (Wiest Indies) 
Moscow . 

Moulmein. 

a ag via Brindisi 
Munich . rt ies 
Muscat ... 
Naples 
Natal oe 
Newfoundiand .. 

New York 

Nice 

Nova Scotia ( (Halifax)... 


Old Calabar (Africa) . 
Oporto ... - 
Panama .. 
peers soe 

‘ayta, vid Panama 
Pekin’... 
Penang .. 


Pernambuco = 
Perth (Western Australia) 





Point de Galle ... ss 
Port au Prince... ny 
Port Darwin 

Porto Rico (San J uan) 
Puerto Cabello... 

ar Arenas (Magellan) 
Que on 
ee on (Africa) 
Rangoon... io 


Réunion... eee 
Rio de Juneiro ... 


St. Nazaire (France) . 

St. Petersburgh 

St. — 

St. Vin 

8t. V ee (West Indies) 

Samoa ... 

San Fra 

Santa Marthe (Colombia) 

Santander te 

Santos (Brazil) . ove 

Savanilla 

Scotland (mainland) . 
islands) 


nes 


Seychelles 

Shanghai 

Sierra — 

are 

Stoc! 

ee oneal 

Stuttgart 

Suez 

Sydney . 

Teneriffe on 

Tiflis (Caucasus) 

Trieste ... ties 

Trinidad... ots ih 

Turin... 

Valparaiso, via Magellan 
” 

Venice ... 

Vera Cruz 

Vienna ... 


Vigo 

Wellington (New Zealand), ¥ via San Francisco 
Yokohama be o 
Zanzibar... 

Zurich ... 








OBITUARY. 


MR. THOMAS NORTHMORE LAWRENCE. 


Mr. Thomas Northmore Lawrence, barrister, died suddenly at his 
residence, 13, Kensington Gardens-square, on the 8th inst., from disease 
of the heart. Mr. Lawrence was the son of Mr. Northmore Herle Pierce 
Lawrence, of Launceston, and was born in 1843. He was educated at 
Trinity College, Oxford. He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in 
Trinity Term, 1869, and he eh oir in the Chancery Division, He had 
a large junior business, an he also practised in bankruptcy. At the 
General Election of last autumn Mr. Lawrence contested the Launceston 
Division of the county of Cornwall in the Conservative interest, but he 
was defeated by Mr. les Dyke Acland. The - e and excitement 
of the election had an injurious effect upon him, he had since been 
abroad for the benefit of health. Mr. BoB was married in 1873 
to the daughter of Mr. Alfred Hudson, Controller of Legacy Duties. 


MR, ALFRED CURTIS. 


Mr. Alfred Curtis, solicitor, of Neath, Briton Ferry, and Pontardawe, 
died at Neath on the 10th inst., from condigestion of the lungs, after a 
short illness. Mr. Curtis was born in 1829, and was admitted a solicitor 
in 1862, and practised at Neath, Briton Ferry, and Pontardawe, being 
associated in partnership with his son, Mr. Edwin Charles Curtis, who was 
admitted a solicitor in 1882. Mr. Curtis was town clerk of the borough 
of Neath. He was also clerk to the School Attendance Committee of 
town council, and he had been for twenty-six years clerk to the borough 
and county magistrates. 


MR. JAMES NEAL YORK, 


Mr. James Neal York, solicitor, of Newmarket, died on the 9th inst, 
Mr, York was admitted a solicitor in 1854, and had practised at 
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Newmarket for about thirty years. He had a large business, and was a 

commissioner for Oambridgeshire and Suffolk. He had for 
several years acted as deputy-coroner for the Eastern Division of 
Cambridgeshire. Mr. York held for several years a commission as major 
in the local rifle volunteer corps. He was buried on the 15th inst. 





MR. HUGH COWIE, 0Q.C. 


Mr. Hugh Cowie, Q.C., Chancellor of the Dioceses of Durham, 
Rochester, and Newcastle, died at his residence, Ythandale, Wimbledon- 
park, on the 20th inst. Mr. Cowie was the son of Mr. Alexander Cowie, 
of Auchterless, Aberdeenshire, and was born in 1829. He was educated at 
King’s College, London, and he was formerly a scholar of Trinity Collec-. 
Cambridge, where he graduated as a wrangler in 1851. He was a pupil 
in the chambers of the late Mr. Justice Archibald, and he was called to 
the bar at Gray’s-inn in Hilary Term, 1862. He practised on the South- 
Eastern Circuit. In 1867 he acted as an assistant boundary commissioner 
under the Reform Act of that year; in 1873 he was appointed recorder of 
the boroughs of Malden and Saffron Walden; and ia 1882 he received a 
silk gown from Lord Selborne. Mr. Cowie had been for several years 

secuting counsel to the Post Office at the Central Criminal Court. He 
d held briefs in several important Crown prosecutions, including the 
celebrated ‘‘detective’’ case in 1877, and he had frequently represented the 
Queen’s Proctor in divorce suits, and he had been engaged in many 
important ecclesiastical cases. In 1874 he became Chancellor of the 
Diocese of Durham. On the sub-division of that diocese he became also 
Chancellor of the Diocese of Newcastle, and within the last few months 
he had been appointed Chancellor of the Diocese of Rochester. Mr. 
Cowie was secretary in 1878 to the Royal Commission on the Criminal 
Code, and at the time of his death he was acting as secretary to the 
Royal Commission on the Education Acts. He was a bencher of Gray’s- 
inn and a magistrate for the county of Surrey. Mr. Cowie was married 
to the daughter of Mr. Thomas Walter, of Addington, Surrey. 





MR, WILLIAM FRETWELL HOYLE. 


Mr. William Fretwell Hoyle, solicitor, of Rotherham, died on the 24th 
inst., aged eighty-five. Mr. Hoyle, who was the oldest solicitor at 
Rotherham, was born in 1801. He was admitted a solicitor in 1822, and 
he had practised for over sixty years at Rotherham. He was formerly 
clerk of the Court of Requests for the Manor of Rotherham, and on the 
passing of the County Courts Act, 1846, he became clerk of the Rotherham 
County Court (Circuit No. 13), jointly with the late Mr. Edward 
Newman. He became sole registrar of the court on Mr. Newman’s 
death, about eight yearsago. Mr. Hoyle was also steward of the Manors of 
Rotherham, Dalton, Rawmarsh, and Wickersley, and a perpetual com- 
missioner for the West Riding of Yorkshire. Mr. Hoyle was buried at 
Maltby on the 29th inst. 





MR. GEORGE SPILSBURY. 


Mr. George Spilsbury, solicitor, of Stafford, died on the 14th inst., in 
his seventy-fourth year. Mr. Spilsbury was born in 1812. He was 
admitted a solicitor in 1833, and he had for many years carried on a 
large practice at Stafford. He had been clerk to the county magistrates 
at Stafford since 1837, and clerk to the borough magistrates since 1857. 
He was also registrar of the Stafford County Court (Circuit No. 26), and a 
——— commissioner for Staffordshire. Mr. Spilsbury was buried on 
the 17th inet. 





MR. HUGH DUNN, 


Mr. Hugh Dunn, solicitor (of the firm of Dunn & Watson), of Darlington, 
died at Harrogate on the 23rdinst. Mr. Dunn was born in 1818. He was for 
many years a clerk in the office of Messrs. Mewburn & Hutchinson, of 
Darlington, with whom he ultimately served his articles. He was ad- 
mitted a solicitor in 1862, when he became a managing clerk to the late 
Mr. John Shields Peacock. He afterwards commenced to practice on his 
own account, and he was, at the time of his death, in partnership with Mr. 
George Newby Watson. He was for some time clerk to the Darlington 
oe of Health, and he had been town clerk ever since the incorpora- 
tion of the borough in 1867. Mr. Dunn was also clerk to the borough 
and county istrates, and to the Darlington Burial Board, and a per- 
petual commi er for the county of Durham and the North Riding of 
Yorkshire. He had been for some years a widower, and he leaves one son 
and two daughters. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Honovrs Examination. 
June, 1886. 

At the examination for honours of candidates for admission on the roll 
of solicitors of the Supreme Court, the examination committee recom- 
mended the following gentlemen as being entitled to honorary 
distinction :— 

Frrest Crass. 
[In order of Merit.] 


Arthur Edward Abrahams, who served his clerkship with Mr. Michael | 
Abrahams, of the firm of Messrs. Michael Abrahams, Son, & Cc., of 


Alfred Fountain, who served his clerkship with Charles Woodbridge, 
Esq., of the firm of Messrs. Woodbridge & Sons, of Uxbridge; and Messrs, 
Gamlen, Burdett, & Wood!.ouse, of London. 


Szconp Crass. 
[In Alphabetical order. } 

James Allen, who served his clerkship with Mr, James Allen, of the 
firm of Messrs. Allin & Edwards, of London. 

Arthur Hugh Blaukley, who served his clerkship with Mr. Charles Harris 
Warren, of the firm of Messrs. Warren, Gardner, & Murton, of London. 

Augustus Montague Bradley, who served his clerkship with Mr. Rest 
William Flint, of the firm of Messrs, Sankey, Flint, & Sankey, of Canter- 
bury; and Messrs. Monckton, Long, and Gardiner, of London. 

Henry Dixon, who served his clerkship with Mr. John Henry Clifton, 
of Bristol. 

Benjamin Goodfellow, who served his clerkship with Mr. Charles 
Leopold Sampson, of the firm of Messrs. Grundy, Kershaw, Saxon, & 
Sampson, of Manchester and London. 

Edward Llewellyn Griffiths, who served his clerkship with Messrs. F. & 
E. Griffiths, of Cheltenham. 

Alfred Booth Hearn, who: served his clerkship with Mr. Humphrey 
Wood, of Chatham ; and Mr. John Moxon Clabon, of London. 

John Light, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Benson & Carpenter, 
of Bristol. 

Arthur Labrow Lowe, B.A., LL.B., who served his clerkship with Mr. 
J. H. Barclay, of Birmingham ; and Mr. R. Smith, of London. 

Gilbert McIlquham, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Brydges & 
Mellersh, of Cheltenham ; and Messrs. Peacock & Goddard, of London. 

William Francis McLellan, who served his clerkship with William John 
McLellan, of the firm of Messrs. Wood & McLellan, of Chatham and 
Rochester. 

Charles Herbert Pickstone, who served his clerkship with Mr. Marcus 
Louis, of Ruthin. 

John Charles Pollard, who served his clerkship with Mr. Thomas 
Frederic Artindale, of Burnley; and Messrs. Shaw & Tremellen, of 
London. 

Hugh Corbett Vincent, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. Charles 
Alfred Jones, of Carnarvon. 

The council of the Incorporated Law Society have accordingly given 
class certificates and awarded the following prizes of books :— 

To Mr. Abrahams—Prize of the Honourable Society of Clement’s-inn— 
value 10 guineas ; and the Daniel Reardon prize—value about 25 guineas. 

To Mr. Fountain—Prize of the Honourable Society of Clifford’s-ian— 
value 10 guineas. 

Bag council have given class certificates to the candidates in the second 
class. 

The number of candidates who attended the examination was 82. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 





" APPEAL COURT APPEAL COURT Mr. Justice 
Date. No. 1, No. 2. V. C. Bacon. ‘Kay. 
Mon., Aug. 2 Mr. Farrer Mr. King Mr. Koe Mr. Beal 
Tuesday a Kin Farrer Clowes Leach 
Wednesdy. 4 Pemberton King Koe Beal 
y. 5 Ward Farrer Clowes Leach 
Friday ...... 6 Clowes King Koe Beal 
Saturday.. 7 Koe Farrer Clowes Leach 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
CHITTY. NORTH. STIRLING. 
2 Mr. Ward Mr. Pugh Mr. Jackson 
- Pemberton Lavie Carrington 
| Ward Pugh Jackson 
5 Pemberton Lavie Carrington 
. ; 6 Ward Pugh Jackson 
RUGTIEG “entecccccccdccecerces F Pemberton Lavie Carrington 








COMPANIES. 


WINDING-OP NOTICES. 
JoInT Stock COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Connaus QuAY ALKALI Company, LimiTED.—Petition for winding up, presented 
July 22, cirected to be heard before Bacon, V.C., on July 31. Pritchard and 
———— Hall, agents for Boote and Edgar, Manchester, solicitors for the 
petitioner 

FLoyp CaB CoMPANY, LuwiTED.—By an order made by Bacon, V.C., dated July 
10, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Bilney, Salisbury sq, solici- 
tor for the petitioner Ft 

GENERAL LOAN, DISCOUNT, LAND, AND MorTGAGE COMPANY, LIMITED.— Petition 
for winding up, presented July 17, directed to be heard before Chitty, J., on 
July 31. Rawlings, Walbrook, solicitor for the petitioner 

LIVET AND COMPANY, LIMITED.—Chitty, J., has, by an order dated July 10, ap- 
pointed John Joseph Steer, 22, Basinghall st, to be official liquidator 

MawppacH GOLD Minna Company, LimiITED.—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented July 21, directed to be heard before Chitty, J., on Saturday, July 3l. 





Want and Harston, Clement’s lane, solicitors for the petitioners 

MorninG NEws PUBLISHING CoMPANY, LimiTED.—Bacon, V.C., has, by an order 
dated July 15, soqeuutes Charles James Barrett, 8, Union ct, Old Broad st, to 
be official liquidator. Creditors are required, on or before Sept 1, to send their 


names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to the above 
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Ost 29 at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts- 


ory a 
NaILG HERRY AND AND SOUTHERN InpIA LANDS INVESTMENT OOMPANY, LIMITED.— 
Petition for windin; up, Lo July 23, directed to be heard before Kay, 

J., on Saturday, J’ Hollams and Co, Mincing lane, solicitors for e 
titioners 
QuEENSLAND Sream Surprrnc Company, Liurrep.—Petition for winding up, 
resented July 20, directed to be heard before North, J., on July 21. Flux and 
Peadbitter, Leadenhall st, solicitors for the petitioners 
Stan Cap ComMPANy, LiwiTepD.—Petition for winding up, presented July 19, 
directed to be heard before Chitty, J., on Saturday, July 31. Co, 
Bedford row, solicitors for the petitioners 
STEEP GRADE TRAMWAYS AND WORKS COMPANY, Lrurrep.—North, J., has, by an 
order dated July 7, appointed John Macdonald Henderson, 2, Moorgate st 
to be official liquidator 
THOMAS BURNITT AND Co. LIMITED CoMPANY.—Petition for winding up, ticle 
July 21, directed to be heard before Chitty, J.,on July 31. Walker, Chancery 
lane, solicitor for the petitioner 


[ Gazette, July 23.) 
CHAPPELL AND Co., LImITED.—By an order made by North, J.. dated J wy 17, it 
was ordered that the company be wound up. Whitfield, Finsbury pavement, 
solicitor for the petitioner 
GEORGE AND JOSEPH OLIVER, LimiTEp.—Chitty, J., has fixed Wednesday, Aug 4 
at 12, at his chambers, for the appointment of an ’ official — 


{ Gazette, July 27.) 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY 
SKEGNESS AND St. LEONARD’s TRAMWAY COMPANY. eGhitt y, J., has fixed py 
Aug 6 at 12, at his chambers, for the appointment of an *Yscial liquidator 


(Gazette, July 27 
SUSPENDED FOR THREE MONTHS. 
SALFORD INDEPENDENT DRvrIDs’ Society, Mason’s Arms, Robert Hall st, Salford, 
Manchester. July 21 


Dixon an 


TREGIBBON ODD FELLOWS’ yy Socrety, Corner House Inn, Liwydcoed, 


Aberdare, Glamorgan. July 19 
WESLEYAN METHODIST SUNDAY ScHoot Sick AND Buriat Socrety, Wesleyan 
Methodist Sunday School, Wrigley Head, Frailsworth, Lancaster. July 21 
{ Gazette, July 23.] 








+ 

CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 

CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 

LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 

AnwyL, THomas Luoyp, Borth, Cardigan. Sept 1. Davis v Anwyl, North, J. 
Roberts, Aberystwith’ 

Berrs, EpMUND. Horningtoft, Norfolk, Farmer. July 30. Poll v Oughton, 
Bacon, V.C._ Blyth, Norwich 

GOTTMARDT, WALTER —— Bradford, York, cone Surveyor. Aug 9. Gott- 
hardt v Gotthardt, Kay. J. Ridsdale, Gray’ s inn 

Harrison, ELIZABETH WHITELEY, Headingley, Lends. Aug 30. Overend v 
Harrison, Chitty, J. Lewis, Middlesborough 

Hircuins, RICHARD SKINNER, Truro, Cornwall, Shipbroker. Aug 31. Trevithick 
v Hitchins, North, J. Cock, Truro 

Parsons. JOSEPH GODDARD. Shrevwton, Wilts, Farmer. Aug 2. Parsons v Par- 
sons, Kay, J. Gardiner, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Syssan, z ARY, Leeds. Aug 30. Overend v Harrison, Chitty, J. Lewis, Mindles- 

roug. 


Wuson, WILLIAM, Stanford le Hope, Essex, Farmer. Sept30. Wilson v Wilson, 
North; J. Freeman, Lombard ct 
[ Gazette, July 16.] 


CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP 306. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 


AyrE, ELIZABETH, South Stoneham, Southampton. Aug 18. Robins and Son, 
Southampton 
=. 7 fame Muswell Hill, Licensed Victualler. Aug 31. 
0, ornhii 
.— he am ImrizE, Basingstoke, Hants, Esq. Aug 30. Bateson and Co, 
iverpoo 
Berry, Mary, Landbeach. Cambridge. Augé. Holben. Cambridge 
CARTER, JANE SoPpuHtA, Powis sq, Bayswater. Aug 24. Parish, St Swithin’s lane 
Day, Mary, Ipswich. Aug 24. Young and Sons, Mark lane 
FRASER, EMMA ALLEN, Hanover ter, Notting Hill. Sept 1. Woodcock and 
Walmesley, Wigan 
Hart, CHARLES, Dorking, Surrey. Esq. Sept1. Marten, Dorking 
Hutcutnson, THomas, North Shields, Northumberland, Master 1 Mariner. July 
31. Osborne, South Shields 
Kent, RoBERT THOMAS, Ilfracombe, Esq. Sept 6. Purrier and Son, Circus place, 
Finsbury circus 
Lomax, RIET, Moss Side, Manchester. Aug 14. Preston, Manchester 
MrrcHRLL, BENJAMIN HILLYARD, Queen st, Victualler, Aug 18. Johnson and 
Jo, Queen st 
Munro, ELEANOR, Promenade, Cheltenham. Aug 16. 
Gloucester 
Owxn, Jonny, Liverpool, Retired Bank Manager. 
Liverpool 


Trinders and 


Burrup and Coren, 


Aug 16. Whitley and Co, 
PERRY, THOMAS, Hove, near Brighton, Lodging-house Keeper. Sept 1. Olding 
and Olding, Brighton 
Puce, =A Pembridge gdns, Bayswater, Esq. Aug 20. Proudfoot, John st, 
ediord row 
PRYKE. Mary ANN, Rendlesham rd, Clapton. Aug 16. Timbrell and Co, King 
William st, London Bridge 
ROBERTSON, Rev JAMES, Bolsover st, Marylebone. Aug 24. Foster, Birchin lane 
STAD, anoee, Waetiey, near Northwich, Chester, Esq. Oct 1. Keightley 
and Co, Liverpoo 
SHEPPERSON, J. ANE, Whittlesey, Cambridge. Augié. Weldon, Whittlese 
SHEWARD, JOHN FosTER, Buxton, Derby, Gent. Aug 14. Bennett and Co, 


uxton 
SMITH, WELLYN EDWARD, Burton on Trent, Gent. Aug 31. 


Vaughan, New- 


port 
THOMAS, KATHARINE ELIZABETH, Brighton. Sept 20. Lawrence and Co, New 


8q, Lincoln’s inn 
OMSON, PETER, Haymarket, Licensed Victualler. Aug 23. Hatton, Strand 
Watton, JOHN, Rowton Cottage, near Shrewsbury, Esq. Septé6. Wace, Shrews- 


ury 
Weston, Emity FRANCES, Dawlish, Devon. Aug 23. Foster, Wells 
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BakER, THomas, Kellington, York, Farmer. Sept 1. PERE 

Brep, Wittiam, Mile End’rd, Glass Dealer. Aug 10. Strong, Lerion ct, Old 

8 
Carry, Wint1aM Farkrnson, York, Gent. Sept1. Peters, York 
Davipson. ¥. RICHARD, Dinnington, Northumber d, Farmer. Sept 18. Chartres 
and Youll, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Dgvoury, Louisa, Park rd, West Dulwich, Baker. Aug 18. Irvine and Hodges, 





- i, MOREE, Toxteth pk, Liverpool, Cashier. July 31. Lewis and Davies, 
e 

Hasuat, 1 Datrip, Newport, Mon, Wine Merchant. Aug 31. Bernard Reece, 
Higa Samvuet, Faversham, Kent. Aug 27. Stagoll Higham, Essex st, 
Beam. a. Ynysgain Criccieth, Carnarvon, Esq. Aug 31. Thairlwall, 
HvuGuHEs, Hues, o Senbigh eee. 6 Se at Gold and Co, Denbigh 

Horst, Louisa, Rowan th. Aug i5. Turner, Leadenhall st 
JACKSON, SUSANNAH, G rd, ag oY Aug 20. —_—, Queen Victoria st 


raham 
JONES, ELizaBETH, Holy well, Flint. Augi. Cope. Holywell 
Knort, MARGARET KinGSFORD, St Margarets at Cliffe, nr Dover. Sept 6. Fox, 
Fietcher and Warden, 


Abchurch lave 
~ — —y Southport, Lancaster, Gent. Sept 1. 
Ou ort 
Louta, PMoNnata, Addison rd, Kensington. Sept 1. Bircham and Co, Parlia- 
ment st 
MACDONALD, JAMES MITCHELL, Major ¢ General, Shepherd’s Bush rd. Aug 18, 
Pilcher and Vertue, vid Buriington st 
Moore, WILLIAM Warp, Andover, Hants, Innkeeper, July 17. Farr, me 
pase, rd — Stockport ort Gt Moor, Chester, Druggist. Aug 20. 
avies, Warrin: 
OTTRELL, THOMAS, Furneaux Pelham, Herts,Gent. Aug9. Farrar and Farrar, 
Wardrobe pl, Doctors’ goumens wii 


Suarp, WILLIAM, Leeds, I Simpson, Leeds 
SHaw, comm, Newport, Isle a Wisnt= Gent. Kes 20. Eldridge and Sons, 
ewport 
cure, LLEWELLYN EpWAarRD, Burton on Trent, Gent. Aug 31. Vaughan, 
ewport 
SPRINGTHORPE, Saran, Estcourt rd, Walham green. Aug 3i. Rooke and Sons 
Lincoln’s inn fields 
St JoHN, PavuLet, Mottisfont Rectory. Seuthemgten, Clerk in Holy Orders. 
Sept 1. Green and Moberly, Southampto' 
VANSITTART, COLERAINE )BERT, Bhottesbrooke, Berks, Captain. Sept 1. 
Eardley and Co, Charles st, St James’ 
WARNER, HENRY JAMES ‘Walsingham Abbey, Norfolk, Esq. Oct 20, 


Watson and by. Fakenham 
Milward and Co, Birmingham 


WARRIN, Exiza, ditch, Worcester. Aug 31. 

WAVENEY, the Rinks Hon RoBEgt i. Suarro Baron, Audley sq. Aug 
Aug 2. Nicoll and Co, Howard st, Stran 

Waren. Emity Frances, Cothelstone am, Somerset. Aug 23. Foster, 

‘Waxacouna, Joun, Sydenham, Kent, Esq. Aug 16. Heather and Sons, Pater- 
noster row 

by ee Henry, South Shields, Durham, Ship Broker. Aug 30. Scott; South 

2: 

[ Gazette, July 20.) 








SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


Au —Messrs. Epwin Fox & BOovusFIELD, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Policies, 
oy &c. (see advertisement, July 24, p. 3). 
Aug. 4.—Messrs. EDWIN Fox & epee gag at the Mart, at 2 p.m,, Freehold 
Property (see advertisement, this week, p. 4 
Aug. 4.—Messrs. EILoakT, at their Offices, ati Dp.m., Law Fire Insurance Shares 
(ose Nine arden this week, p. 4). 
Aug. 4.—Messrs. Foster, at the Mart, at 1 for 2 p.m., Ground-rents (see ad- 
vertisement, this week, p. 4). 
ug, 5.—Messrs. FAREDSOTHER, Ettis, CLARK, & Co.. at the Mart, at 2 p.m., 
Freehold Estates(see nem, July: 10, p. 4, and Jul 24, p. 4). 
Aug. 5.—Messrs. LANGTON, at the at 2 p.m, Re- 
PR ny on. &c. (see pe mae Mm na ha 24, p. 4). 
= Messrs. EDMUND RoBINs & HINE, at the Mart, Freehold Properties (see 
vertisements, July 24, p. 3). 





Fes, Two GUINEAS, for a sanitary inspection and pa sapere on a London dwelling- 
house. Country surveys by arrangement. The Sani Engineering and Venti- 
l Company, 115, Victoria-street, Westmirster. Prospectus free. iyo 

FURNISH ON NoRMAN & StacEy’s HrrE PurcHASE SysTEM; Deposit ; 
1, 2, or 3 years ; 60 wholesale firms. ces, 79, Queen Victoria street, E.c. 
Branches at 121, Pall Mall, S.W.. and 9, Liverpool-street, E.C.—{[ADV?. 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


BANKRUPTCY ACT, 1883. 
Frimay, July 28, 1886, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
A ehtord. Joba Sussex, Fulham rd, South Souingte. Draper. High Court, 
Ord July 19, Exam Sept 3 at 11 at 34, In’s = fields 
Been t hawles Alfred, * Mary Church, Devon, Licensed V: Victualler. Exeter. 
aaa Aug 19 at 11 
Boker. Kidderminster. Pet July 
hall, Kidderminster 
ican. Gt Yarmouth. Pet July 7. 
20. Exam Sept 13 at 11 at Townhall, Gt Log 
Caml Saddler. Cambridge. 


njamin , ay Water 
Pet July 21. Ord J Exam Sept 29 at 2 
Black, Robert Camp “hcoeal rd, Lead Merchant. nr Seuss. Pet July 
b Ord July 20. Exam i ng 1130 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fiel 
yy ts e- a ay orks, Glass Bottle Maker. Wakutield, Pet July 
1 
Carswell, ok gn oy Estate Broker. Manchester. Pet June10. Ord 
July 17. Exam Aug 4 at 12 
Cheesman, George ward Vincent Sidney, Gt St Helen's, Solicitor. High 
Saut. Pet June 18. Ord July 19. Exam Sept 3 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn 
Crisp, William, Kensal rd, Corn Merchant. High Court. Pet July 20. Ord July 
Exam Sept 3 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Gavelen William, Bi ham, Hanger. Birmingham. Pet July 19. Ord 
July 19. Exam Aug 26 at 11 
David, Thomas, Treforest, Glamorganshire, Butcher. Pontypridd. Pet July 20. 
Ord ep = many be = at 2 
5 shto. pe teen, Joiner. a under Lyne and Staly- 
De Bolla, H 


m un 
Pee duly 12, ‘ord ut Exam Aug 
Henri, St Paul’s rd, J . » igh Court, Pet July 
’s inn 
Duke, Willian’, Ly eng 4 upon der. Nottingham. Pet July 20. Ord 
July 20, Exam A ug 1 - -~ 








Club 
rd July ‘19. Exam Se t 3 at 11 at 34, 
n Trent, Builder. 
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Gibbs, Robert ogre oi Colliery Proprietor. Cardiff. Pet July17. Ord 
July 17. Exam Aug 
Gordon, Joseph, iikloy, 2 Boi Painter. Leeds. Pet July 21. Ord July 21. Exam 
ug 10 at 11 
Hedky. Benjamin, Belbroughton, Worcestershire, Farmer. Kidderminster. Pet 
July 5. Ord July 5, Exam July 30 at 3 at Townhall, Kidderminster 
Hanbury, Gerald, not resident in England, Underwriter. High Court. Pet June 
11. Ord July 20. Exam Sept 3 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Harris, seria, and Eliza maar Leamington, Bakers. Warwick. Pet July 20. 
Ord July Exam Aug 
Haworth, *Gilbert, sa. Lancashire, Printer. Oldham. Pet July 21. Ord 
July 21. Exam Aug 24 at 12.30 
Holmes, Thomas, Liverpool, Cooper. Liverpool. Pet July 20, Ord July 20. 
Exam aug 5 at 12 at Court house, Government bldgs, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Hughes, Thomas, Liverpool, Gentleman. Liverpool. Pet July 5. Ord Ju uly 21. 
Exam Aug 5 at 12 at Court house, Government bldgs, Victoria st, Egrengods 
James, Benjamin, Newport, Mon, Grocer. Newport, Mon. Pet Jul y 19. Ord 
July 19. xam July 29 at 11 
Jones, Walter Baward, Framlingham, Boot Maker. Ipswich. Pet July 17. 
Ord July 17. Exam Aug 81 at 12 
King, Francis, Gainsborough, Lincolnshire, Grocer. Lincoln. Pet July 3, Ord 
July 20. Exam Aug 4 at 2.30 
King, John Poore, Lancaster, Mineral Water Manufacturer. Preston. Pet 
July 19. Ord July 19. Exam Aug 6 
Knox, — —y Stockton on Tees, Widow. Stockton on Tees and Middles- 
rough. Pet July 19. Ord July 19, Exam July 28 
Knowles, ‘Ben Dewsbury, t aes Wool Merchant. Dewsbury. Pet July 21. 
Ord July 21. Exam ig Pe 
Leah, Thomas, William Leah, and Henry Ogden, Todmorden, Yorks, Cotton 
ue inners. Burnley. Pet July 3. Ord July 19, Exam Aug 26 at 11 
gwick, George, Tadcaster, Grocer. York. Pet July 20. Ord July 20. 
— Aug 31 
Newton, Alfred, Norwich, Fruiterer. Norwich. Pet July 2i. Ord July 21. 
Exam Aug 18 at 12 
Parker, William, Llantwit juxta Neath, Glamorganshire, Tener. Neath. Pet 
July 20. Ord July 20. Exam Aug 38 at 2.30 at Townhall, Neath 
Phelps, Robert, Thornbury, Gloucestershire, Barber. Bristol. Pet July 20. 
Ord July 20. Exam Aug 20 at 12 at Guildhall, ge 
Preece, Henry, Wednesbury, Staffordshire, Tailor. Walsall. Pet J uly 19, Ord 
July 19. Exam Aug 18 
Robinson, Edward, > ney} Dealer in Fine Arts. Exeter. Pet July 19. Ord 
July 19. Exam Aug 19 at 1 
Waiker, Alfred, Tenbury, W orcestersbire, Hay Dealer. Kidderminster. Pet 
July 5. Ord J uly 5. Exam July 30 at 3 at Townhall, Kidderminster 
Wickes, William John, Rugby, Warwickshire, Grocer. Coventry. Pet July 21. 
Ord July 21. Exam Aug 9 
Williams, William Thomas, Treherbert, Glamorganshire, Tailor. Pontypridd. 
Pet July 20. Ord July 20. Exam Aug 10 at 2 
Yeates, Richard, Fleet st. Printer. High Court. Pet June 19. Ord July 19. 
Exam Sept 3 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
The following amended notice is substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of July 13. 
Wyden, George ees ey a, Auctioneer. Sheffield. Pet June 23. Ord 
July 8. Exam July 29 at 11,30 or M 
EETING 


Frm 
Abbott, John Nelson, Old Broad st. “Stock Doone. July 30atiit. Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Ashley, Henry Geerge Douglass, Nottingham, out of business. July 30 at 12. 
Official Receiver, 1, High pervensens, Nottingham 

Baigent, Charles Alfred, St Mary Church, Devon, Licensed Victual'er. July 31 
at11. Official Receiver, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Ballinger, Edward, Stourport, Worcestershire, Baker. July 30at2. Miller and 
Corbett, Solicitors, Kidderminster 

Baxter, Benjamin Robert, Waterbeach, Cambridgeshire, Saddler. Aug 4 at 12. 

' Official Receiver, 5, Petty.Cury, Camtridg: e 

Bray brooke, James. Hope, st, Piccadilly. Manchester, Merchant. July 30 at 2.30. 
Official Receiver, Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Carswell, Hugh, M anchester, Estate Broker. Aug6at3. Official Receiver, 
Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Crabb, Thomas, Elm park, Brixton Hill, Builder’s Foreman. July 30 at 2.30. 
83, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Dawson, Hugh, Lees, pone ey Joiner. Aug 4at2. Official Receiver, Town- 

chmbrs, Ashton under Ly: 

Eadon, George Hopkinson, Shefield, Auctioneer, Aug3ati0.30. Official Re- 
ceiver, Figtree lane, Sheffield 

Green, Joseph George, Abridge, nr Romford, Carpenter. July 31 at 10.15. 
Shirehall, Chelmsford 

=" Griffith, Carmarthen, Farmer. July 30at1.30. Townhall, Aberyst- 


Hadley, Benjamin, Belbroughton, Worcestershire, Farmer. July 30 at 215. 
Miler and Corbet, Solicitors, Kidderminster 

James, Benjamin, Newport, Mon., Grocer. July 31ati1. Official Receiver, 12, 
a as Newport. Mon 
James. liam, Nanthir Garw Valley, Glamorganshire, Grocer. Aug 3 at 11. 

Official Receiver. 3, Crockherbtown, Cardi 

Jones, Walter Edward, Framlingham, panel, Bootmaker. July 30 at 12.15, 
Official Receiver, 2, Westgate st, Ipswich 

King, John Poore. Lancaster, Mineral Water Manufacturer. J uly 30at2. Law 
Society, Castle Hill, Lancaster 

Kruger, Simon David. Liverpool, Photographer, Aug3at2. Official Receiver, 
35, Victoria st Liverpool 

Laine, Thomas Hamelin, and Harry Churchill Longman, Southwark st, Borough, 
Soe ee Roasters. J uly 80at12. Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn 


Moflavick, George, Tadcaster, Yorks, Grocer. July 30at2, Official Receiver, 


Miller, Matthew, Manchester, Commission Agent. July 30 at 11.30. Official Re- 
ceiver. Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

My eft George, Sheffield, Designer. AugSati1. Official Receiver, Figtree lane, 

effield 

Oliescashow, Charles, Choriton upon Medlock, Manchester. Aug4atil. Offi- 
cial Receiver, Ogden’ 8 chmbrs, Bridge st. Manchester 

Parker, William. Llantwit juxta Neath, Glamorgansliire, Farmer. Aug 8 at 11. 
Castle Hotel, Neath 

Parkinson, Richard, Longridge, nr Preston, Provision Dealer. Aug4at3, Offi- 

Receiver, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

Poetting, Richard, New Basinghall st, Merchant. July 80at2.380. Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Portugal st, Lincols,’s inn fields 

Preece, Henry, Wednesh bury, Staffordshire, Tailor, July 31atj1. Official Re- 
ceiver, Bridge st, Walsall 

Robinson, Edward, Torquay, Dealer in Fine Arts. Aug4at2. Queen’s Hotel, 


Tor 

Sebrisht,/ Arthur A. 8., George st, Hanover sq, Gent. Aug5at230. 33, Carey 
st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Standley, J obn, Derby, Provision Merchant. July 30at12. Official Receiver, 
St James’s chmbrs, erby 

Trower, Mary Anne, Strand, Widow. July 80at11. Bankruptcy bldgs, Por- 
tugal st, Jinoin® inn fields 

Viret, Edward 8 Sydney, Gt Castle st, Regent st, no occupation. Aug 4 at 2.80. 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 











Vivian. John Steaphens, pantuth, Cornwall, Draper. July 90 ati2. Officia) 
Receiver, Boscawen st, 

Walker, Alfred i, Tenbury. ‘Worcestershire, Hay Dealer. July 80 at 2.30. Miller 
and Corbet, Solicitors, Kidderminster 

Way. George, Bournemouth, Blacksmith. July 30at3. Official Receiver, Salig. 


bi 
Welch, James, Catherine st, Strand, Newspaper Printer. Aug 5 at 11, 83, 
Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Ayshford, John Sussex, Fulham rd, South Kensington, Draper. High Court, 
et July 8. Ord July 21 
Baigent, Charles ‘Alfred, St Mary Church, Devon, Licensed Victualler. Exeter, 
Pet July 17. Ord July 19 
a = =7y i pe Stourport, Worcestersbire, Baker. Kidderminster. Pet 
y 14 
Baxter, Doge Robert, Waterbeach, Cambs, Saddler. Cambridge. Pet July 
1. uly 
Brewerton, Joseph, and John William yee, Hampson, Castleford, Cabinet 
Makers. Wakefield. Pet June30. Ord Ju 
2 William, North Shields, Boot Dealer. Newcastle. Pet June 28. Ord 


ul 

Burdin, Tsao, Knottingley, Yorks, Bottle Maker. Wakefield. Pet July 9, 
r 

Carter, Edward, Exeter, Tailor. Exeter. Pet July 5. Ord July 19 

Ome, Aste, Burnthwaite rd, Walham green, Solicitor. High Court. Pet 
ay 17. 

Orowder, William, S eiestedham, Bellhanger. Birmingham. Pet July 19. Ord 


July 
Darobe on William, Manchester, Tailor. Manchester. Pet July 15. Ord 
20 


De Sola, Henri, Horthemetes, House, - Paul’s rd, Islington, Club Proprietor, 
High Court. ‘Pet July 19. Ord July 19 

Greaves, John, Liverpool, Hosier. Liverpool. Pet July 5. Ord July 21 

Grands, Thomas, Brockley, Kent, Builder. Greenwich. Pet June 11. Ord 

Hadley, Benjamin, B Delbsoughten, Worcestershire, Farmer. Kidderminster, 

Pet 5 r 

Hallett, _ elle ge any atbanicl Hallett, Pembury, Kent, Farmers. Tonbridge 
Wells. Pet June 30. Ord July 19 

ewes, © Mary Ann, Great Yarmouth, Draper. Great Yarmouth. Pet July 5, 

Hodson, — a Birmingham, Chandelier Manufacturer. Birmingham. Pet 
June 24. Ord July 20 

Holmes, Thomas, Liverpool, Cooper. Liverpool. Pet July 20. Ord July 20 

a my | ante Bosbury, Herefordshire, Farmer, Worcester. Pet Juns 21. Ord 


July 

Homes, William, Bosbury, Herefordshire, Farmer. Worcester. Pet June 21, 
r 

Howard, Yoh: ohn, Oldham, Grocer. Oldham. Pet July 15. Ord July 21 

Humble, James, Lanchester, Durham, Innkeeper. Durham. PetJuly 8, Ord 





ul 
Jamon. Benjamin, Newport, Mon, Grocer. Newport, Mon. Pet July 19. Ord 


y 20 
J eo Walter Edward, Framlingham, Bootmaker. Ipswich. Pet Ju'y 17, O14 
w 
King. J ohn ay Lancaster, Mineral Water Manufacturer. Preston. Pet July 
19, rr 
a J cseph Nelson, Liverpool, Baker. Liverpool. Pet June 28, Ord 


ogg. erie Benes, Bridgwater, Somerset, Corn Merchant. Bridgwater. Pet 

6. ra Ju 

Ogden, Sutcliffe. =~ Lancashire, Ginger Beer Manufactirer. Oldham. Pet 
July 15. Ord July 

Partridge, ay Sedgley, Staffordshire, Beerhouse Keeper. Dud'ey. Pet July 
8. rd 

= s, Robert, Thornbury, Gloucestershire, Barber. Bristol. Pet July 20. Ord 

y 21 


Preece Henry, Wednesbury, Staffordshire, Tailor. Walsa)l. Pet July 19. Ord 


Rains, William, Dalston lane, Draper. High Court. Pet Tuly17. Ord July 21 

7“, = oA Jane, Gt Malvern, Wevcsctaratioe, Widow. Worcester. Pet July 
3. ri 

Salthouse, Aad Whiteside, Ashton pix gam, Grocer. Ashton under Lyne 
and Stalybridge. Pet July 6. Ord July 

——, ery New Sleaford, pe Coachmaker. Boston. Pet July 
12 ir ul 

ee, y Alfred, a eae Worcestershire, Hay Dealer. Kidderminster. Pet 

uly 14 
Ward, Walter, Winchester, Pianoforte Tuner. Winchester. Pet July 16. Ord 


July 19 
TUESDAY, July 27, 1886. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Allen, Henry Lewis, Wermoum, Dorsetshire, Commission Agent. Dorchester. 
Pet July 16. Ord July 22. Exam Aug 5 at 12.30 at County hall, Dorchester 

Anderson, William John, Carnforth, Lancashire, Watchmaker. Preston. Pet 
July9. Ord July 23. Exam Aug 20 

Atkinson, George William, Stockton on Tees, out of qaiates. aon on Tees 
and Middlesborough. Pet July 23. Ord July 23. Exam A 

Beer, Philip Henry, Cannon st, Solicitor. High Court. Pet = J ee 29. Ord July 
20. Exam Sept 8 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 

etherston, North Shi ields, Licensed Victualler. Newcastle on 

Tyne. PetJuly 22. Ord July 22. Exam’. Aug 8 at 11.30 

Bloor, Henry George, Sheffield, Electro Plater. Sheffield. Pet July 3, Ord 
July 22. Exam Aug 12 at 11.80 

Biggs, Jee. Huddersfield, Stone Mason. Huddersfield. Pet July 24. Ord 

July 24. Exam Aug 16 at 11 

Bargess, Edward, Hor Majesty’s Prison, s Heowieh Printer. Norwich, Pet July 
15. Ord July 23. Exam Aug 18 at 12 at Shirehall, Norwich Castle 

Burgis, Frank, Darlington, Auctioneer. See on Tees and Middlesborough. 
Pet July 21. Ord July 21. Exam Aug 

Byford, Robert Smith, Rathbone pl, Ww Victualler. High Court. Pet July 2. 
Ord July 21. Exam Sept 10 at 11 at = Lincoln’s inn fields 

Cantwell, Thomas William, Summe Oxfordshire, Plumber. Oxford. Pet 
July 24. Ord July 24. Exam Sept 16 rat’ 11.30 

Carson, Alexander, ap sare pny atch Importer. peels eas Pet July 22, 
Ord July 22. Exam Aug 

Clayton, Charles, Depticrd, oxent, Newsagent. Greenwich. Pet July 22. Ord 
July 22. Exam Aug 20 at 1 

Codd, Arthur, and Herbert James Ellis, Leeds, Mentle Manufacturers. Leeds. 
Pet July 24. Ord July 24. Exam = He 10 at 11 

Collings, William Henry, ype eath, Sussex, Tutor. Brighton. Pet July 
23. OrdJuly 24. Exam Aug 

Cook, J Joseph, Gt Grimsby, 7 Coal Hawker. * Grimsby. Pet July 
21. uly 21. Exam Aug 11 at 11 at Towrhall, Grimsby 

Cunningham, ‘William George, North Shields, Fruiterer. Newcastle on Tyne. 
Pet July 22. Ord July 22. Exam Aug 5 at 11 


Davidson, Henry, Dodworth rd, ey, Drysalter. Barnsley. Pet July 9. Ord 
July 23. Exam Aug 19 at 11. 
at Geores, Ww r aioe. Farmer. Birkenhead. Pet July 23, Ord July 


Exam Aug 4 








Pet 


‘uly 
Ord 
Ord 


Ord 
july 
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Ellis, Charles Frederick, Gracechurch st, Shipbroker. High Court. Pet July 3. 
Ord July 21. Exam Sept 10 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Ellis, Mark Philip, Stratford, Essex, Frult Salesman. High Court. Pet July 21. 
Ord July 21. item Sept 3 at 12 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fiel 

Evans, David, Ferndale, Glamorganshire, Ironmonger. Pontypridd. Pet July 
16. Ord July 16. Exam Aug 10 at 2 

Felce, James David, Kettering, Shoe Manufacturer. Northampton. Pet July 22. 
Ord July 22. Exam Aug 10 

Fisher, Arthur, London rd, Clapton, Licensed Victualler. High Court. Pet July 
ai. Ord July 21. Exam Sept 10 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Foster, Charlotte, address unknown, Spinster. High Court. Pet June17. Ord 
July 21. Exam Sept 10 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Hammond, John, Rhyl, Flint, Inspector of Nuisances. Bangor. Pet July 22. 
Ord July 22. Exam Sept 2 at 11 at Court house, Bangor 

Herschell, George A., Moorgate st, Doctor of Medicine. High Court. Pet June 
99. Ord July 21. Exam Sept 8 at 12 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Hill, Hezekiah Elijah, Walsall, Butcher. Walsall. Pet July 22. Ord July 22. 

xam Aug 18 at 2 
. ;, William, Leeds, Mason. Leeds. Pet July 25. OrdJuly 23, Exam Aug 
0 at 11 

t . William, West Bromwich, Staffordshire, Butcher. Oldbury. Pet July 21. 

Ord July 22. Exam Aug 23 

Hunter, Caeeees, Halifax, Licensed Broker. Halifax, Pet July 22. Ord July 22. 

xam Aug 2: 

Hostedt, Edmund, Nottingham, Music Seller. Nottingham. Pet July 22. Ord 
July 22, Exam Aug 10 : 

Hutchinson, Matilda, Kingston upon Hull, Ladies’ Outfitter. Kingston upon 
Hull. Pet July 23. OrdJuly 23. Exam Aug 16 at 2 at Court house, Townhall, 

ull 


Jackson, Thomas, Bridge avenue, Hammersmith, Licensed Victualler. High 
Court. Pet June 29, Ord July 21. Exam Sept 8 at 12 at 34, Lincoln’s inn 
fields 

Jerman, Fanny, Plymouth, Confectioner. East Stonehouse. Pet July22. Ord 
July 23. Exam Aug 17 at 11 

Jones, Maurice, Montgomery, Innkeeper. Newtown. Pet July 22. Ord July 
22. Exam Aug il ‘ 

Kendrick, Thomas, Birmingham, Stationer’s Sundryman. Birmingham. Pet 
July 23. OrdJuly 23, Exam Aug 11 at 10.30 

Leese, William, Newcastle under Lyme, Beerhouse Keeper. Hanley, Burslem, 
and Tunstall. PetJuly 21. OrdJuly 21. Exam Sept 10 at 11 at Townhall, 


y 
— Pet July 23. Ord July 23. Exam Sept 10 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s 
inn fields 
Newton, John Edward, Clifton rd, Norbiton, Artist. Kingston, Surrey. Pet 
July 23. Ord July 23. Exam Oct 15 
Oldacres, William, Lichfield, Farmer. Walsall. Pet July 22. Ord July 22. 
Exam Aug 18 at 2 
Payne, William, Birmingham, Manufacturer of Iron Tea Trays. Birmingham. 
Pet July 22. Ord July 22. Exam Aug 20 at 2 
Penn, San.uel, Bradford, Watchmaker. Braaford. Pet July 22. Ord July 22, 
Exam Aug 13 
Read, John, Salford, Lancashire, Contractor. Salford. Pet Jyly 8 Ord July 
21, Eaam Aug 6 at 12 ‘ 
&chutze, Gustavus, Weltze rd, Hammersmith, Silk Mercer. High Court. Pet 
May 21. Ord July 15, Exam Sept 10 at 11.80 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Smyth, James Sproule, Burton on Trent, Surgeon. Burton on Trent. Pet July 
9, Ord July 21. Exam Aug 19 
Thompson, Thomas, Stockton on Tees, Grocer. Stockton on Tees and Middles- 
borough. Pet July 23. Ord July 23. Exam Aug 4 
Townsend, Frank, Ossett, Yorks, Rag Merchant. Dewsbury. Pet July 22. Ord 
July 22. Exam Aug 17 
Townsend, Francis, Whitechapel High st, Haberdasher. High Court. Pet July 
21. Ord July 21. Exam Sept 3 at 12 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Waugh, James, Steele’s rd, Hampstead, Corn Factor. High Court, Pet July 
22, Ord July 22. Exam Sept 10 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Waygood, Robert, Cwmbran, Mon, Grocer. Newport, Mon, Pet July 24. Ord 
July 24. Exam Aug 7 at 10 
Whatmore, Alfred, Brierley Hill, Staffordshire, Fruiterer. Stourbridge. Pet 
July 21. Ord July 21. Exam Aug 11 at 3 
First MEETINGS. 
Adams, William, Whittington rd, Bowes pk, Wood green, Builder. Aug 4 at 11. 
28 and 29, St Swithin’s lane 
Allen, Henry Lewis, Weymouth, Commission Agent. Aug 5 at 12.30. Official 
Receiver, Salisbury 
Bass, John Robert, Gorleston, Suffolk, Publican. Aug6at1. Official Receiver, 
8, King st, Norwich 
Bedingtield, Henry, General Post Office, Clerk. Aug4at12. 33, Carey st, Lin- 
ccln’s inn fields 
Bennell, Edmund, Radnage, Buckinghamshire, Farmer. Aug4at11. County 
CVourt, Aylesbury 
Black, Henry Wetherston, North Shields, Licensed Victualler. Aug 5 at 2. 
Official Receiver, Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 
Bohrer, M G, Gt St Helen’s, Commission Agent. Aug 5 at 2.30. Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Bray, Edmond Selwyn, Smart’s bldgs, Holborn, Mineral Water Manufacturer. 
Aug 3ati1l. Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’: inn fields 
Briggs, John, Paddock, Huddersfield, Stonemason. Aug7 at 11. Official Re- 
ceiver, New st, Huddersfield 
Burgess, Edward, H.M. Prison, Ipswich, Printer. Aug 6 at 12. Official Receiver, 
8, King st, Norwich 
Carson, Alexander, Shudehill, Manchester, Watch Importer. Aug 5 at 2.30. 
Official Receiver, Ogden’s chbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
Cook, Joseph, Gt Grimsby, Coal Hawker. Aug 11 at 1. Official Receiver, 8, 
aven st, Gt Grimsby 
Cunningham, William George, North Shields, Fruiterer, Aug 5 at 2.50. Official 
Receiver, Pink Jane, Newcastle on e 
David, Thomas, Treforest, Glamorganshire, Butcher. Aug 8at11. Official Re- 
ceiver, Merthyr Tydfil 
Davis, Edward Prosser, sep estate, Beeston, Notts, Ironmaster. Aug 5 at 5.15. 
8t James’s Hotel, Derby 
De Backer, Lievin, Gt Windmill st, St James’s, Wine Merchant. Aug 6 at 12. 
33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Downes, John, Birmingham, Engineer. Aug 5 at 11. Luke Jesson Sharp, 
cial Receiver, Birmingham 
Duke, William, Newark upon Trent, Builder. Aug 3 at 12. Official Receiver, 1, 
igh pavement, N aye 
vans, David, Ferndale, Glamorganshire, Ironmonger. Aug4ati1. Official Re- 
ceiver, 3, Crockhéerbtown, Cardiff 
Foreman, Thomas Henry, Tonbridge, Kent, Cattle Salesman. Aug 38 at 2.30, 
Spencer and Reeves, Mount Pleasant, ‘Tonbridge Wells 
Harris, Maria, and Eliza Harris, High st, Leamington, Bakers. Aug 3 at 3.30, 
homas Peirson, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 
Haworth. Gilbert, Rochdale, Printer. Aug 4 at 3.30. Official Receiver, Bridge 
st, Manchester 
Haywood, James, and Edward Prosser Davis, Mansfield Woodhouse, N otting- 
hamshire, Ironmasters. Aug5a53. St James’s Hotel, Derby 
Haywood, James, sep estate, Mansfield Woodhouse, Nottinghamshire, Iron- 
wn =: Avs . te ~% * i J ew Derby 
», Hezekia. ijal 8a. utcher. Aug 5 . 
Bridge st, Walaa” F 65 at 11. Official Receiver, 


Hanle 
Melings Charles, Cockspur st, Charing Cross, Cricket and Tennis Manufacturer, 
Hig 





Holland, William Henry, Pembroke sq, Kensington, Builder. Aug 5 at 12, 
ee blidgs. Portugal st, Lincoln's inn fields sd 

Hunter, Charles, Halifax, Licensed Broker. Aug 6 at 8. Official Receiver, 
Townhall chbrs, Halifax 

Hustedt, Edmund, caenghem, Music Seller. Aug S8at4. Official Receiver, 1, 
High pavement, Notting 

Hutchinson, Matilda, Kingston upon Hull, Ladies’ Outfitter. Aug6éat2. Hull 
Incorporated Law Society, Lincoln’s inn bldgs, Bowlalley lane, Hull 

Jackson, Julius, Liverpool, Financial Agent. Aug 4 at 3. Official Re ceiver, 35, 
Victoria st, Liverpool 

Jerman, Fanny, Plymouth, Confectioner. Aug 6 at 11. Official Receiver, 18, 
Frankfort st, Plymouth 

Jones, Elizabeth Jane, and Alice Richards, Cardiff, Grocers. Aug 3 at 12. Offi- 
cial Receiver, 3, Crockherbtown, Cardiff 

J wae Maurice, Montgomery, Innkeeper. Aug5ati. Official Receiver, Lianid- 


oes 
Kenyon, William, Liverpool, Ship Broker. Aug 4 at 2. Official Rec2iver, 35, 
Victoria st, Liverpool 
King, Francis, Gainsborough, Lincolnshire, Grocer. Aug 9 at 2. Official Re- 
ceiver. 2, St Benedict’s sq, Lincoln 
Kety, John, Woodhurst rd, Acton, Builder. Aug 5 at 12. 28 and 29, St Swithin’s 
ne 


Knox, Mary Ann, Stockton on Tees, Widow. Aug5at 11, Official Receiver, 8, 
Albert rd, Middlesborough 

Knowles Ben, Dewsbury, Yorks, Wool Merchant. Aug 5 at 4. Official Re- 
ceiver. Bank chbrs, Batley 

Leese, William, Newcastle under Lyme, Beerhouse Keeper. Aug 3 at 11. Offi- 
cial Receiver, Newcastle under Lyme 

Morton, John, Birmingham, Chandelier Manufacturer. Aug 4 at 11. Luke 
Jesson Sharp, Official Receiver, Birmingham 

Musto, William, Baker’s row, pel, Engineer. Aug 5 at 2.30. Bank- 
ruptcy bdgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

digs wton. Ales, Norwich, Fruiterer, Aug6at 11. Official Receiver, 8, King st, 

orwic 

Penn, Samuel, Bradford, Watchmaker. Aug 4at12. Official Receiver, 31, Manor 
row, Bradford 

Phelps, Robert, Thornbury, Gloucestershire, Barber. Aug 20at 10.45 Official 
Receiver, Bank chmbrs, Bristol 

Rest, J mm, Salford, Contractor. Aug 6 at 12.30. Court house, Encombe place, 


Salfor 
Shaw, Ling = Colwyn Bay, Denbig4shire, ‘Physician. Aug3at3. Town hall, 


‘ol y 

Slater, Thomas William, and George Henry Smith, Cardiff, Furniture Dealers. 
Aug 5 at 2.30. Official Receiver, 3, Crockherbtown, Carditf 

Smith, Lag’ 4 Aun, Birstall, Yorks, Widow, Aug4at 3. Official Receiver, Bank 
chmbrs, Batley 

Tasker, Joseph, Aughton, nr Ormskirk, Fishmonger. Aug 6 at2. Official Re- 
ceiver, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Townend, Frank, Ossett, Yorks, Rag Merchant. Aug 5at3. Official Receiver, 
Bank chmbrs, Batley 

Venues. Sydney (sep estate), Sheffield, Charcoal Manufacturer. Aug 4 at 11.30. 
Official Receiver, Figtree lane, Sheffield 

Vaughan, Sydney, and Charles Ernest Vaughan, Sheffield, Charcoal Manufac- 
turers. Aug4at11.30. Official Receiver, Figtree lane, Sheffield 

Waygood, Robert, Cwmbran, Mon, Grocer. Aug7ati1. Official Receiver, 12, 
Tredegar pl, Newport, Mon 

Whitehead, Henry, Castle st, Falcon sq, Commission Agent. Augéatii. 33, 
Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Wickes, Willi John, Rugby, Grocer. Aug 3at3. Official Receiver, 17, Hert- 
ford st, Coventry 

Williams, William Thomas, Treherbert, Glamorganshire, Tailor. Aug 3 at 10. 
Official Receiver, Merthyr Tydfil 


The following amended notice is substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of July 16. 
Hooper, Charles, Ashton under Lyne, Grocer, Aug5atil. Official Receiver, 
Townhall chbrs, Ashton under Lyne 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Alpe. Fred, Ellesmere, Shropshire, Nurseryman. Wrexham. Pet June 16. Ord 
24 


Allen, Henry Lewis, Weymouth, Commission Agent. Dorchester. Pet July 16, 

r 24 ° 

Aibinsen’ Gooree William, Stockton on Tees, out of business. Stockton on Tees 
and Middlesborough. Pet July 23. Ord July 23 

Byes. James Frederick, Harpenden, Herts, Gent. St. Albans, Pet July1. Ord 


J 17 

Bettrdge, Joseph, Streatham ter, Eardley rd, Streatham, Hardware Factor. 
High Court. Pet June 30. Ord J uly 24 

sy Rowland Tucker, Cardiff, Ironmonger. Cardiff. Pet July 15. Ord 


20 
Branion, Jonathan, Sinclair rd, Kensington, Gent. High Court. Pet June 11, 
22 
Briggs, John, Huddersfield, Stonemason. Huddersfield. Pet July 24. Ord 


July 24 

Brindley, Richard, Beckenham, Commercial Traveller. Croydon. Pet June 22. 
oO uly 19 

Burgis, Frank, Darlington, Auctioneer. Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough. 
Pet July 21. Ord July 21 M 

ee To meaee Manchester, Watch Importer. Manchester. Pet July 22. 

r 2 
Clark, William Bromley, Kent, Builder. Croydon. Pet Mar 30. Ord July 15 
oot, Joseph, Great Grimsby, Coal Hawker. Great Grimsby. Pet July 21. Ord 


24 

Cunningham, William George, North Shields, Fruiterer. Newcast!e on Tyne. 
Pet July 22. Ord July 24 $ 

Dovid. a Treforest, Glamorganshire, Butcher. Pontypridd. Pet July 20. 
0 24 

Dixon, George, Gateshead, Licensed Victualler. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet July 
10. Ord July 24 

Glover, Henry, Sheffield. Builder. Sheffield. Pet June 30. Ord July 3 

Gordon, Joseph, Iikley, Yorks, Painter. Leeds. Pet July 21. Ord July 24 

Gore, Beh. ove, Sussex, Major-Generalin the Army. Brighton. Pet Dec 8. 
Ord July 24 

Hill, Hezekiah Elijah, Walsall, Butcher. Walsali. Pet July 22. Ord July 23 

Hines, Fanny, Blackpool, Lancs, Fancy Goods Dealer. Preston. Pet July & Ord 
July 24 

Hirst, William, Leeds, Mason. Leeds. Pet July 23. Ord July 24 

Hook, Wiliam Holmes, St Julian’s Farm rd, West Norwood, Builder. High 
Court. Pet June 23. Ord July 22 

Hunter, Charles, Halifax, Licensed Broker. Halifax. Pet July 22. Ori July 23 

Hien, Sipponee Edward, Nunhead, Surrey, Optician. High Court. Pet June 
25. rd July 22 

J a Nanthir Garw Valley, Glam, Grocer. Cardiff. Pet Ju'y 12. 

rd July 16 

Jewell, Mary Ann Vinton, Chesterton rd, North Kensington, no occupation. 
High Court. Fet May 26. Ord July 24 . 

i, Fae sna, Stationers’ Sundryman, Birmingham. Pet 

23. : y 

Leese. William, Newcastle under Lome, Beerhouse Keeper. Hanley, Burslem, 

and Tunstall. Pet July 21. Ord July 21 
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Meays, John, Darfield, Pawnbroker. Barnsley. Pet June 25. Ord July 23 


Mosby, Thomas, New Wombwell, Grocer. Barnsley. 


Poetting, Richard, New Basinghall st, Merchant. High Court. Pet April 30. | 


Ord July 24 


Pollard, William Hebdon, King William st, Gunmaker. 


Pet June 30. Ord July 24 | gatsons. 


The Editor does not hold himself responsible for the return of rejected commun 





High Court. Pet June 


4. 23 
Pound, John, Albion rd, Stoke Newington, Corn Merchant. High Court. Pet UURRENT TOPICS . 


rd Jul 
Pet May 3. Ord July 24 


Rickards, Hervey, Anerley, Draper. Croydon. Pet June 2%. Ord J uly 19 
Ross, Fitzgerald Edward Turton, Little Bookham, Surrey, Gent. Croydon. Pet 


Oct 2. Ord July 24 
Royal, William, Caledonian rd, Builder. High Court. 


23 
Caledonian rd, Islington, Provision Merchant. High Court. 


TION OF DEEDS 


Pet Apr9. Ord July 22 | CorRESPONDENCE ....see -- 


Sheldon, William, Wolverhamptcn, Grocer. Wolverhampton. Pet July 12. | Gases or THE WEEK:— 


July 22 


Thompson. Norrison, Kingston upon Hull, Joiner. Kingston upon Hull. Pet 


July 8. Ord July 22 


Thompson, Thomas. Stockton on Tees, Grocer, Stockton on Tees and Middles- 


borough. Pet July 23. Ord July 23 
Waite, Perceval, York st, Westminster. High Court. 


Whatmore, Alfred. Brierley Hill, Staffordshire, Fruiterer. Stourbridge. Pet | 


July 21. Ord July 23 


Court OF APPEAL :— 
Re Hume .... .-- 





Water Corporation 


OTL .« 
Pet Mar 16. Ord July 22 Micklethwait v. The 


N ire, Tailor. typridd. ite mae “ee 5 
Williams, William Thomas, Treherbert, Glamorganshire, Tailor. Pontypridd | Gaebitht and Ocke Co.v. Hardy 655 | CREDITORS 


Pet July 20. Ord July 22 


Woodman, William, Newport, Mon, Grocer. Newport, Mon. Pet July8. Ord 


July 24 


SUMMARY JURISDICTION Acts Con- 
SOLIDATION RULES AND FORMS .... 
CONCERNING THE FoRM AND EXECU- 
LEGISLATION OF THE SESSION ... .. 652 
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| CORRESPONDENCE ...seee -osersee eee 653 
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CONTENTS. 


Barker v. Chapman..... ered 

651 Re Pratt’s Trusts : 
Henderson v. Rothschild 
ccccesee 658 The Guardians of Lambeth 
Parish v. The Next of Kin of 
Maria Bradshaw 


Bankruptcy CASES :— ff 
cocscece ON6 Ex parte McHenry, Re McHenry 67 ~ 

654 | CASES AFFECTING SOLI a 
LEGAL APPOINTMENTS . 

t | NEw ORDERS, &C.... 

OBITUARY «2 00-- 00 seer cece 

.-e+» 654 | Law STUDENTS’ JOURNAL 

CourT PAPERS --- 

COMPANIES 





Lonpon GazErres, &0., 








SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA 


Arti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 
Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality 
with the excess of fat extracted. 

The Faculty pronounce it “‘ the most nutritious, per- 
fectly digestible beverage for Breakfast, Luncheon, o1 
Supper, and invaluable for Invalids and Children.” 

Highly commended by the entire Medical Press. 

Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits 
all] palates keeps for years in all climates, and is four 
times the strength of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED 
with starch, &c., and IN REALITY CHEAPER than such 
Mixtures. 

Made instanianeo.sly witn .iling water, a teaspoonful 
to a Breakfas! Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 
Cocoatina a La VANILLE is the most delicate, digestible, 
cheapest Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken when 
richer chocolate is prohibited. 

In tins at 1s, 6d., 3s., 58. 6d., &c., by Chemists and 
Grocers, 

Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietor. 
H. Scuwerrzsr & Co., 10, Adam-st., Strand, London, W.C 





AW UNION FIRE and LIFE INSU- | 


RANCE COMPANY. 
EsTABLISHED IN THE YEAR 1854. 
The only Law Insurance Office in the United Kingdom 
which transacts both Fire and Life Insurance Busi- 
ness‘ 


Chisi Office— 

216, CHANCERS LANE, LONDON, W.C. 
The Funds in hand and Capital Subscribed amount to 
nearly £1,900,000 sterling. 
Chairman—JaMEs CuDDON, Esq., of the Middle 
Temple, Barrister-at-Law. 
Deputy-Chairman—CHARLES PEMBERTON, Esq. (Lee 

Pembertons), Solicitor, 44, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 
e rs invite attention to the New Form of 
Life Policy, which is free trom all conditions. 

Policies of Insurance granted against the contin- 
gency of Issue at moderate rates of Premium. 

The Company ADVANCES Money on Mortgage of 
Life Interests and Reversions, whether absolute or 
contingent. 

The Company also purchases Reversions. 

Prospectuses, ee of the Directors’ Report and 

ce Sheet, and every information, sent 
post-free on application to 


FRANK McGEDY, Actuary and Secretary. 


EVERSIONARY and LIFE INTE- 
RESTS in LANDED or FUNDED PROPERTY 

or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED, or Loans 
or Annuities thereon granted, by the EQUITABLE RE- 
VERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY (LIMITED), 10, 
Lancaster-place, Waterloo Bridge, Strand. Established 
1835, — £500,000. Interest on Loans may be 


capitali: 
F. 8. CLAYTON. Joint 
C. H. CLAYTON, § Secretaries 





EDE AND SON, 
ROBE Ra sd - MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
To Her Majesty the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &c. 


ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BARRISTEES 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town Clerks, 
and Clerks of the Peace, 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 


®4, CHANCERY LANE, LOND. 


TO ALL INVESTORS. 


HE STANDARD LIFE ASSURANCE 
COMPANY-—Established over 60 years ago— 
possesses Invested Funds to the amount of 64 Millions 
Sterling, and has an Annual Revenue of £900,000. 
Policies granted for large or small sums, making 
provision for retirement in old age or death. 
Annuities also granted on favourable terms. 
London: 83, King William-street, E.C., and 3, Pall- 
Mall East, 8S. W. 











ESTABLISHED 1851. 


TRESE OZ BAN K.— 
Southampton-buildings, Chancery-lane. 

THREE per CENT. INTEREST allowed on 
DEPOSITS, repayable on demand. 

TWO per CENT. INTEREST on CURRENT 
ACCOUNTS celculated on the minimum monthly 
balances, when not drawn below £100. 

The Bank undertakes for its Customers, free of 
Charge, the Custody of Deeds, Writings, and other 
Securities and Valuables; the collection of Bills or 
Exchange, Dividends, and Coupons; and the purchase 
and sale of Stocks, Shares, and Annuities. tters of 
Credit and Circular Notes issued. 

The BIRKBECK ALMANACK, with full particu- 
lars, post-free, on application. 

FRANCIS RAVENSCROFT, Manager. 


Ppsucak HOUSE, GROVE PARK, 
DENMARK HILL, LONDON.—High-class 
School for Girls.—Two Scholarships, value £30, £20, 
tenab!e for two yeare, open to the daughters of 








members of the Legal profession only, will be offered 
| for Competition in September. — Address , Lapy 
| PRINCIPAL. 





INTHM PERANCHE. 








COLMAN HILL HOUSE RETREAT, 
Ais 


£ 


HALESOWEN, WORCESTERSHIRE, 


Licensed under the Act of 1879, for the 
exclusive reception of LADIES privately or 
under the Act. 


Terms from £2 2s. per Week. 


Apply to the Proprietors— 


Ay TOWNSEND HOUSE, HALESOWEN. 


UNTEARABLE LETTER 
COPYING BOOKS. 


HOWARD'S PATENT. 
Stronger and more durable than any other 
Letter Copying Books now made. 


THE COPYING BOOK FOR THE PRO FESSIOW 
Price List UPON APPLICATION 


WODDERSPOON & CO,, 


7, SERLE STREET. anv 1, PORTUGAL STREET 
LINCOLN’S INN, W.O. 


LONDON GAZETTE (published by anthority) and 
LONDON and COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT 
OFFICE.—No. 117, CHANCERY LANE, LEET 
STREET. : 

ENRBY GREEN, Advertisement Agent, 

begs to direct the attention of the Legal Profession 
to the advantages of his long experience of upwards of 
forty years, in the special insertion of all pro forma 
notices, &c., and hereby solicits their continued support.— 

N.B. One copy of advertisement only required, and the 

strictest care and promptitude assured. Official stamped 

forms for advertisement and file of ‘‘ London Gazette” 
kext. Bvappointment. 











BY AUTHORITY, 


The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1883. 
Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on th 
shortest notice. 


Tho BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate 


use. 

MEMORANDA and yea any nl \ ASSOCIATE 
speedily printed in the proper form for registrati 
Retributic ORRTIE 


distribution. SHARE FICATES, pe 
&c., engraved and printed. OFFICIAL SEALS 4d 
and executed. No Charge for Sketches. 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO. 


(Late ASH & FLINT), 
Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents 
49, FLEET-STREET, LONDON, E.C. (curner 
of Serjeants’-inn). 
Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


FUN ISH your HOUSES or APART 
MENTS THROUGHOUT on 
MOEDER’S HIRE SYSTEM. 
The original, best, and most liberal. 
Founded A.D. 1868. __ : 
Cash prices. No extra charge for time given. 


Particulars, estimates, Press opinions, testimonials 
post-free. 


F. MOEDER, 248, 249. and 250, Tottenham-court- 
road, and 19, 20, and 21, “orwell-street, W. Estab 
lished 1862. 


ALSO for HIRE ONLY. 


HODGKINSON & CO.’S 
HAND-MADE BRIEF, FOOLSCAP 
and other PAPERS. 
| THE MOST SUITABLE FOR SOLICITORS 

| Can be obtained through all Stationers. 




















